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I.  SUMMARY 


The  proposed  Performing  Arts  Center  Parking  Garage 
would  provide  approximately  600  parking  stalls  in  a  six-level 
structure,   open  on  three  sides,  approximately  4  4  feet  in 
height.     Access  would  be  primarily  on  Grove  and  Gough  Streets. 
The  project  would  be  funded  by  approximately  $4  million  in  City 
revenue  bonds,   and  would  be  operated  by  the  Parking  Authority. 

The  original  project  was  a  400-space  garage  designed 
to  occupy  the  western  third  of  the  Commerce  High  School  park- 
ing lot.     Subsequently,   that  site  was  designated  for  develop- 
ment of  stage  house,  backstage  facilities  and  additional  re- 
hearsal rooms,  ancillary  to  the  proposed  concert  hall,  requiring 
relocation  of  the  garage  to  its  present  site  on  the  north  side 
of  Grove  Street  between  Franklin  and  Gough  Streets. 

The  garage  site  is  within  the  Western  Addition  Approved 
Redevelopment  Project  Area  A-2,  and  would  be  cleared  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  sold  to  the  City  and  County  prior  to 
development.     The  garage  site  presently  includes  approximately 
70  vacant  dwelling  units,   a  non-profit  corporation     as'  an  in- 
terim use,   and  portions  of  adjoining  parking  lots. 

The  project  would  have  environmental  impacts  including 
the  following:     increased  traffic,  and  concomitant  air  pollu- 
tion, noise  increases  and  fossil  fuel  consumption,  due  to 
provision  of  parking  spaces  with  resultant  reduction  in  park- 
ing difficulty;  temporary  construction  impacts;  additional 
shadows  on  adjacent  properties. 

Mitigation  measures  are  included  relative  to  land- 
scaping and  design  considerations,  energy  consumption,  con- 
struction impacts,  archaeological  and  historical  impacts, 
traffic,   and  parking  rate  structure. 

Alternatives  discussed  include  the  no  project  alter- 
native; various  use  alternatives ,  including  mixed  use;  design 
alternatives;   reduction  in  garage  capacity;  restriction  to 
short-term  parking;   and  various  site  alternatives. 

This  environmental  impact  report  incorporates  by 
reference  portions  of  the  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center 
(EE75.183),   Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  City  Planning 
Commission,   September  11,  1975. 
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II.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


A.     Relationship  of  Proposed  Project  to  Performing 
Arts  Center 

This  environmental  impact  report  covers  the  pro- 
posed Performing  Arts  Center  Parking  Garage  and 
such  changes  in  the  proposed  Performing  Arts  Cen- 
ter Concert  Hall  and  ancillary  facilities  as  were 
proposed  subsequent  to  the  establishment  of  a 
separate  site  for  the  parking  garage.     The  concert 
hall  project  has  been  dealt  with  in  its  entirety 
in  the  environmental  impact  report  for  the  Per- 
forming Arts  Center-^   (PAC  EIR)  .     Proposed  changes 
in  the  Performing  Arts  Center  Concert  Hall  project 
are  shown  in  Table  1.     In  this  report,  the  proposed 
600-space  garage  project  will  be  discussed  in  its 
entirety,  while  discussion  of  the  concert  hall 
modifications  impact  will  only  appear  under  the 
appropriate  sections,  as  required. 


B.  Location 

The  site  of  the  proposed  garage  project  is  in  the 
area  generally  referred  to  as  the  Western  Addition, 
adjacent  to  and  west  of  the  Civic  Center.  The 
property  consists  of  Lots  4,   6  through  11,   23,  24 
and  a  portion  of  Lot  26  in  Assessor's  Block  792, 
and  is  bounded  by  Grove  Street  on  the  south  and 
Gough  Street  on  the  west.     The  proposed  concert 
hall  project  would  occupy  the  entire  Assessor's 
Block  810,  and  is  bounded  by  Grove  Street  on  the 
north,  Van  Ness  Avenue  on  the  east,  Hayes  Street 
on  the  south,  and  Franklin  Street  on  the  west.^ 
See  Figures  1,   2  and  3  for  location  and  boundaries 
of  the  proposed  projects. 


C .     Owner  of  the  Proposed  Project 

The  proposed  parking  structure  would  be  owned  by 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 


San  Francisco  Perforroing  Arts  Center,  EE75.183,  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report,  City  Planning  Commission 
Resolution  No.   7374,  September  11,   1975,  on  file  and 
available  for  review  at  the  offices  of  the  Department 
of  City  Planning. 

Commonly  known  as  the  Comm.erce  High  School  parking  lot; 
officially  designated  as  the  Civic  Center  Auto  Park. 
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TABLE  1 


COMPARATIVE  DATA 
SAN  FRANCISCO  PERFORMING  ARTS  CENTER  PROJECT"'- 

Floor  Area    (Square  Feet) 

Use  Element  PREVIOUS  DESIGN^         PRESENT  DESIGN 

Main  Symphony  Hall  76,000  76,000 

(inc.   Grand  Foyer,  (3,000  seats)  (3,000  seats) 

balconies,  upper 

lobbies) 

Recital  Hall,    stage  house^^^  8,  000  30,  000 

and  backstage  facilities  (700  seats)  (700  seats) 

Rehearsal  Facilities  26,000  39,000 

Dressing  Rooms  7,000  7,000 

Administrative  7,000  7,000 

Storage  12,000  12,000 

Ancillary   (inc.  lounges, 
rest  rooms,  corridors, 

mechanical,   etc.)  29,000  29,000 


Subtotal  165,000  200,000 

Garage      (4  levels)  132,000   

(400  spaces)   


TOTAL  297,000  200,000 


Includes  all  facilities  located  on  the  Commerce  High  School  site. 
As  discussed  in  the  Final  PAC  EIR   (EE  75.183) 
Not  included  in  the  previous  design. 
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PROJECT  SITE 
FIGURE  3 


D.     Objectives  Sought  by  the  Proposed  Project 


The  proposed  parking  structure  would  replace  the 
parking  spaces  removed  from  the  Opera  House  and 
Commerce  High  School  parking  lots,   upon  construc- 
tion of  proposed  performing  arts  facilities  there- 
on.    It  would  also  provide  165  new  parking  spaces, 
to  meet  demand  generated  by  the  proposed  Opera 
House  addition^  and  Performing  Arts  Center  complex, 
and  would  produce  revenues  sufficient  to  provide 
economic  feasibility. 

"The  parking  structure  was  removed  from  the 
Commerce  High  site  in  response  to  a  recommendation 
by  the  Art  Commission  that  other  sites  be  consider- 
ed for  the  garage,   in  order  to  facilitate  the  ^ 
design  of  concert  hall  facilities  on  that  block". 
That  decision  also  made  available  additional  space 
for  performing  arts  facilities  on  that  site. 

E .     Description  of  the  Proposed  Project 

The  proposed  garage  would  include  approximately 
600  parking  stalls,  which  would  replace  the  ap- 
proximately 4  35  existing  spaces  now  provided  as 
interim  uses  at  various  location  in  the  vicinity. 
These  include  the  existing  326  spaces  on  the  Com- 
merce High  parking  lot   (Civic  Center  Auto  Park) , 
some  35  spaces  at  the  Opera  House  parking  lot, 
some  54  existing  spaces  on  the  garage  site,  and 
some  20  curb  spaces  surrounding  the  proposed  Per- 
forming Arts  Center  complex.     Approximately  165 
new  parking  places  would  result,   in  addition  to 
the  consolidation  of  the  interim  uses  as  perma- 
nent spaces. 

Of  the  600  spaces,   40  would  be  assigned  to  the  De- 
partment of  Public  Works  on  weekdays ,  replacing 
those  presently  used  by  the  Department  of  Public 
V7orks  on  the  Commerce  High  lot.     It  is  anticipated 
that  the  garage  would  be  patronized  by  200  monthly 
ticket  holders   (100  from  the  Commerce  High  site, 
40  from  the  proposed  garage  site,   35  from  the  Opera 
House  lot,   and  25  new  holders) ,  with  the  re- 
maining 360  used  for  weekday  transient  parking. 
Some  of  the  weekday  transient  users  may,  in  fact, 
park  all  day.     The  garage  is  expected  to  be 
filled  to  capacity  during  evening  Opera  House  and/or 


The  Opera  House  addition  received  a  Negative  Declaration 
under  File  No.   EE75.161  on  May  5,  1975. 

Letter  of  April  21,   1977,   from  Samuel  B.  Stewart, 
President,  Sponsors  of    San    Francisco  Performing  Arts 
Center,   Inc.,   to  Department  of  City  Planning. 
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concert  hall  performances. 


Primary  access  to  the  garage  would  be  from  Gough 
and  Grove  Streets,  with  additional  egress  to  Gough 
and  Fulton  Streets  to  be  used  after  performances 
at  the  Opera  House  and/or  concert  hall.     A  strip 
of  land  would  be  leased  from  the  San  Francisco  Re- 
development Agency  on  a  month-to-month  basis  pend- 
ing other  use  of  the  property,  to  provide  egress 
to  Fulton  Street   (Lot  22,  Block  792). 

The  garage  would  occupy  an  area  of  approximately 
36,700  square  feet,  with  frontages  of  282  feet  on 
Grove  Street  and  130  feet  on  Gough  Street.  Land- 
scaping would  be  provided  in  set-back  areas,  as 
shown  on  Figure  4 .     The  proposed  garage  would  be 
a  six-level  self-parking  structure,   44  feet  in 
height,  open  on  three  sides  and  closed  on  the  north 
side;   the  open  sides  would  have  horizontal  bands 
of  grey  precast  concrete  balustrades.  Inter-floor 
vehicular  travel  would  be  accommodated  by  a  rec- 
tangular sloping  floor  system  with  automatic  ele- 
vators for  patron  use.     The  first  level  would  be 
located  below  the  street  surface,  the  second  level 
at  street  grade,  and  the  remaining  four  levels 
above  grade;  each  would  include  approximately  100 
stalls.     The  facility  would  be  partially  ventilated 
with  mechanical  equipment. ^  Approximately  20  bi- 
cycle and  motorcycle  parking  spaces  would  be 
available  on  the  street  level  of  the  garage,  in  a 
safe  and  convenient  location. 3 


F.     Project  Sponsor,  Architect  and  Engineer 

The  proposed  garage  is  being  sponsored  by  the  Parking 
Authority  at  the  request  o"  Sponsors  of  San  Fran- 
cisco Performing  Arts  Center,  Inc.     Architect  for 
the  project  is  Pietro  Belluschi,  with  Tudor  Engi- 
neering Company  serving  as  project  engineers. 


1  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center  Parking  Garage; 
Revenues,  Preliminary  Design  and  Cost  Estimates,  Includ- 
ing a  Preliminary  Financial  Analysis  by  Blyth  Eastman 
Dillon  &  Co.,  Incorporated,  Tudor  Engineering  Company, 
January  19  77,  page  14.  On  file  and  available  for  review 
at  the  offices  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

2  Ibid,  pp.   11,  13. 

3  Tudor  Engineering  Company. 
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TYPICAL  FLOOR  PLAN 


r  "1 

To  Kulton  Stirfft 


GROVE  STREET 
GROUND  FLOOR  PLAN 


GARAGE  FLOOR  PLANS 
FIGURE  4 
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G.     Cost,   Financing  and  Utilization 


Total  cost  of  the  proposed  parage  would  be  ap- 
proximately $4  million.     It  would  be  financed 
through  revenue  bonds  issued  by  the  Parking  Au- 
thority,  subject  to  approval  in  principle  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  prior  to  April  1,   1977,  or 
approval  by  the  electorate  thereafter,   and  se- 
cured by  a  lease  from  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco.     The  Parking  Authority  would  own  and 
operate  the  facility.     The  parking  rate  structure 
proposed  for  initial  garage  operation  (fiscal 
year  1979)    is  similar  to  that  presently  in  effect 
at  the  Civic  Center  Auto  Park    (Commerce  High  Lot) , 
and  is  shown  below: 


Monthly,  all  day  $32.75  per  month 

Transient 

First  hour  $0.30 

Second  hour  0.30 

Third  hour  0 . 35 

Fourth  hour  0.40 
Daily  Maximum  2.2  5 

Weekday  Matinee  Performances  1.25 
Evening  Performances  1.50 


The  parking  rates  may  be  adjusted  at  any  time  by 
the  Parking  Authority  with  the  approval  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors. 

A  financial  analysis  prepared  by  Blyth  Eastman 
Dillon  &  Co. ,  which  had  calculated  the  bond  issue 
size  necessary  to  finance  the  garage  at  $4,050,000, 
indicated  that  the  bonds  would  be  retired  within 
25  years.     Any  surplus  once  the  garage  were  retired 
would  go  to  the  General  Fund  of  the  City. 


H .  Scheduling 

The  implementation  schedule  for  the  garage  includes 
the  following  activities  and  estimated  completion 
dates : 

1.  Approval  in  principle  by  Parking  Authority  and 
Board  of  Supervisors   (March  1977) 

2.  Preparation  of  design  drawings,  plans  and  spec- 
ifications,  construction  bid  documents  (March- 
June  1977) 

1     Letter  of  December  16,   1976  from  T.E.   Comerford,   Senior  Vice 
President,  Blyth  Eastman  Dillon  &  Co. ,   Incorporated,   to  James 
W.  Meyer,  Tudor  Engineering,   see  Appendix  A. 
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3.  Departmental-Agency  review- approval  (April- 
June  1977) 

City  Planning  Commission    (Master  Plan  Referral 
and  certification  of  Environmental  Impact 
Report) 

Department  of  Public  Works  -  Traffic  Engineer- 
ing and  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection 
Capital  Improvement  Advisory  Committee 
Art  Commission 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
Parking  Authority 
Real  Estate  Department 
City  Attorney 

4.  Authorization  by  Board  of  Supervisors  to  issue 
revenue  bonds  and  acquire  land  (July  1977) 

5.  Advertisement  and  receipt  of  construction 
bids    (July  1977) 

6.  Advertisement  and  sale  of  revenue  bonds 
(August  1977) 

7.  Construction    (September  1977-June  1978) 


The  scheduling  and  costs  for  all  performing  arts 
facilities  are  as  indicated  in  Table  2,  Performing 
Arts  Center  Implementation  Program.     The  net  annual 
operating  cost  to  the  City  has  been  estimated  at 
$61,400l. 


Preliminary  Feasibility  Study  of  a  Proposed  San 
Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center,  Stanford  Research 
Institute,  May  1976,  p.  27. 
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III.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 


A.     Project  Site 

1 .     Existing  Use 

The  site  of  the  proposed  garage  contains  four 
multi-story  structures  fronting  on  Grove 
Street  and  owned  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelop- 
ment Agency    (Figures   5A  and  5B) ,     Three  of 
these  are  vacant  apartment  buildings  totaling 
approximately  62  units,  which  were  condemned 
under  the  Building  Code  in  1974.  Under 
condemnation,   the  owners  of  a  building  must 
obtain  the  necessary  permits  to  demolish  the 
building  or  bring  the  building  into  conformance 
with  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  within 
a  specified  time  period.     A  listing  of  the  vio- 
lations of  City  codes  is  included  as  Appendix  B. 
The  Department  of  City  Planning  review  of 
Redevelopment  Agency  records  and  a  letter  of 
May  19,   1977,   from  Gene  Suttle,  Area  Director, 
Western  Addition  Site  Office    (see  Appendix  A) 
indicated: 


Original  No.   of  Households:  48 

Total  Number  of  Households:  95 

(includes  move  ins) 

Original  No.   of  Occupants:  71 


(consisting  of  29  single-person 
households,   15  two-person 
households,   and  4  three-person 
households) 


No.   of  Household  Vacations  by  year: 


1967-68: 

33 

( includes 

46 

original 

occupants 

1969-70: 

14 

( 

10 

II 

II 

1971-72: 

13 

( 

6 

II 

II 

1973-74  : 

16 

( 

1 

II 

It 

1975-76  : 

19 

( 

8 

II 

II 

The  fourth  building  is  an  office/light  industrial 
building  occupied  since  October  26,   1976,  by  the 
Pride  Foundation,   a  non-profit  corporation.  The 
use  of  the  property  by  the  Foundation  is  temp- 
orary, pending  a  firm  development  schedule  for 
the  site,   and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  work 
with  the  Foundation  to  effect  a  timely  vacation 


1         Letter  of  January  30,   1977,   from  Paul  D.  Hardman,  Chairman, 
The  Pride  Foundation,   to  Department  of  City  Planning. 
On  file  and  available  for  review  at  the  Department. 
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and/or  relocation  when  development  is  imminent. 
The  building  has  been  described  as  being  in 
good  condition  by  its  occupant,   and  in  poor 
condition  by  Redevelopment  Agency  documents. 
The   three  residental  buildings  were  con- 
structed in  the  1920 's  and  are  typical  apart- 
ment buildings  of  that  period  with    360  Grove 
Street  having  a  relatively  distinctive  cornice. 
The  non-residential  building  was  constructed 
in  approximately  1910  and  is  a  Mission  Revival 
style  building  with  a  scale  and  character  which 
is  compatible  with  Civic  Center  buildings. 
Other  Agency  land  on  the  project  site  is  used 
to  provide  approximately  57  off-street  parking 
spaces    (prior  to  Agency  clearnance,   this  land 
was  occupied  by  approximately  18  apartment 
units,  and  by  three  stores  and  a  restaurant 
with  lodgings  above) .     The  site  also  contains 
a  portion  of  a  67-space  parking  lot  owned  by  the 
State  of  California.     Vehicular  access  to  the 
existing  parking  lots  is  provided  on  Grove 
and  Fulton  Streets.     The  Redevelopment  Agency 
land  had  in  the  past  been  scheduled  for  clear- 
ance by  the  Agency  prior  to  sale;  clearance 
would  occur  prior  to  sale  for  the  garage  or 
any  other  new  development  on  the  site.^  The 
Department  of  City  Planning 's  Survey  of 
Architecturally  Significant  Buildings  indicates 
an  adjoining  property,   the  auto  repair  shop, 
as  an  interesting  building  in  itself  but  with 
no  relationship  to  Civic  Center  buildings;  the 
buildings  on  the  site  were  determined  not  to 
merit  inclusion  in  the  Survey. 


2  Letter  of  February  10,   1977,   from  Gene  E.   Suttle,  Area 
Director,   San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,   to  Park- 
ing Autohrity.     On  file  and  available  for  review  at 
the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

3  Telephone  conversation  with  Gene  E.   Suttle,  San  Fran- 
cisco Redevelopment  Agency,  February  15,  1977. 
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Auto  Parts   3  F] 


3       Apt.    3  Fl. 


13    Apt.    3  Fl. 


16       Apt.    3  Fl. 


LAW    Office     2  Fl. 


10    Apt.    3  Fl. 


Parking  Lot 


Service  Station 
I    Fl  , 


18 

Apt.    4  Fl. 


State  of  California 
Parking  Lot 


18   Apt.    4  Fl. 


26   Apt.    5  Fl. 


Office/Light  Industrial 
3   Fl  . 


42     Apt .    5   Fl  . 


28      Apt.    5  Fl. 


35    Apt.    6  Fl. 


Proposed  Parking 
  Structure 


60    Room   Hotel    7  Fl. 


ParKing  Lot 
26  spaces 


3 

IIIHHIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIS 


Parking  Lot 
65  spaces 


Service  Station 


FRANKLIN  ST. 


Parking  Lot 


Parking  Lot 


0_ 


Opera  House 


EXISTING  LAND  USE 

FIGURE  5  A 
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FIGURE  5B 
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2 .     Site  Description  and  Topography 


The  site  is  nearly  rectangular,  approximately 
137  feet  x  330  feet,   and  is  situated  approxi- 
mately 52  feet  above  mean  sea  level.  The 
surface  of  the  site  is  relatively  flat. 

3 .  Geology,  Soils  and  Seismicity 

The  site  is  underlain  by  sands  and  sandy  clays, 
of  moderate  to  high  earthquake  stability. 
There  are  no  known  active  faults  in  the  vicini- 
ty or  within  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  The 
source  of  major  seismic  events  is  the  San  An- 
dreas fault  system,   located  about  eight  miles 
west  of  the  site.     For  further  information 
refer  to  Final  PAC  EIR^  and  the  Blume  report. ^ 

4 .  Noise 

Noise  in  the  project  area  is  almost  solely 
generated  by  vehicular  traffic.     The  Central 
Freeway's  location,   configuration,  traffic 
mix  and  volume  makes  it  the  major  noise  gene- 
rator in  the  project  area.     Another  significant 
noise  source  is  the  Gough-Franklin  Street  one- 
way couplet,  which  carries  a  total  average  daily 
traffic   (ADT)   of  about  36^500  vehicles.  Noise 
levels  on  Fulton  and  Grove  Streets  are  lower 
than  on  Franklin  and  Gough  Streets  due  to 
lower  traffic  volumes.     However,   all  streets 
bordering  the  garage  site  are  used  by  trucks. 
Weekday  noise  readings  taken  between  2-5  p.m. 
at  the  south  side  of  Grove  between  Franklin 
and  Van  Ness  produces  average  LIO,  L50,  and  L90^ 
noise  levels  of  76  dBA,    71  dBA  and  64  dBA, 
respectively.     Other  noise  level  readings  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  garage  site  can  be  found 


1  Op.  Cit. ,  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center,  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report. 

2  "San  Francisco  Seismic  Investigation"  John  A.  Blume  & 
Assoc.   June  19  74.     On  file  and  available  for  review 
at  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

3  LlO  is  the  noise  level  in  decibels  (dBA)  which  is  ex- 
ceeded 10  percent  of  the  time;  similarly  for  L50  and 
L90.  dB  is  an  intensity  or  pressure  of  sound  in  deci- 
bels, while  A  indicates  a  scale  built  into  sound  level 
meters  to  take  into  account  the  varying  sensitivity  of 
the  human  ear  to  different  types  of  noise  commonly  en- 
countered in  urban  areas. 
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in  the  Final  PAC  EIR 


5  .     Plants  and  Animals 

Most  of  the  garage  site  is  paved  or  occupied 
by  buildings.     A  planting  strip  on  the  State 
of  California  parking  lot  measures  approxi- 
mately 200  feet  x  6  feet,  and  comprises  3 
Eugenia  myrtifolia,   4  Pittosporum  crassifolium, 
and  13  Eucalyptus    (several  varieties).  Vines, 
weeds  and  ivy  ground  covers  can  be  observed 
in  the  rear  yards  of  the  vacant  buildings  on 
the  garage  site.     It  can  be  expected  that  local 
birds  frequently  visit  the  site,  including 
California  gulls  and  pigeons. 


B .     Surrounding  Area 

1 .     Culture  and  History 

Bordering  the  garage  project  on  the  east  is 
the  Civic  Center,  which  has  been  proposed  as 
an  historic  district.     An  administrative  and 
cultural  center,   the  San  Francisco  Civic  Cen- 
ter is  regarded  by  many  scholars  as  the  finest 
and  most  complete  manifestation  of  the  City 
Beautiful  movement  in  the  United  States. 2 
See  Section  B-6,  Visual  Setting,   for  addi- 
tional information. 


2 .  Climate 

Generally,   San  Francisco  climate  is  charac- 
terized by  cool  summers  and  mild  winters. 
Coastal  fogs  are  also  characteristic.  Winds 
are  generally  from  a  westerly  direction  and 
are  persistent  from  May  to  August.  Between 
October  and  April,  the  strongest  winds  flow 
from  the  south,  as  well  as  from  the  west  and 
northwest . 3 

1  Op.   Cit.,  pp.    46-47  and  160-162. 

2  Ibid.,  pp.  196-200. 

3  Proposed  Stonestown  Shopping  Center  Renoyation  Pro- 
ject, San  Francisco,  California,  EE76.74,  Final  En- 
vironmental Impact  Report,  pp.  14-15. 
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3. 


Air  Quality 


Air  quality  at  the  project  sites  is  affected  by 
pollutants  from  the  on-site  parking  lots  and 
from  remote  sources.     Air  quality  measurements 
have  been  taken  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution 
Control  District  at  the  939  Ellis  Street  Sta- 
tion,  about  half  a  mile  north  of  the  project. 
Applicable  District  standards  on  carbon  monox- 
ide   (CO) ,  a  principal  source  of  air  pollution 
from  automobiles,   are  35  parts  per  million 
(ppm)    for  the  one-hour  average  and  9  parts  per 
million  for  the  eight-hour  average.     In  Janu- 
ary 1976,  a  month  with  high  CO  concentrations, 
data  gathered  at  the  Ellis  Street  Station  in- 
dicate the  one-hour  standard  was  not  exceeded 
and  the  eight-hour  standard  was  exceeded  on 
one  day.     In  April  1976,   a  month  with  low  CO 
concentrations,  neither  the  one-hour  nor  the 
eight-hour  standards  were  exceeded. 1 

The  proposed  project  is  within  the  Bay  Area 
Air  Quality  Maintenance  Area   (AQMA) 2  for 
photochemical  oxidants,  particulate  matter 
and  sulfur  dioxide. 

4 .  Transportation 

The    garage    site  is  served  by  four  transporta- 
tion modes:       private  vehicles,  public  transit, 
bicycles,   and  walking. 

a.     Street  System/Parking.  Characteristics 

of  the  street  network  in  the  project  area 
are  shown  on  Figure  6.     Three  of  the  four 
streets  bordering  the  site  have  been  clas- 
sified as  Major  Thoroughfares . ^  Existing 


1  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District  Technical  Ser- 
vices Division,  Contaminant  and  Weather  Summary,  Janu- 
ary 1976  and  April  1976. 

2  An  AQMA  is  defined  as  an  area  with  the  potential  for 
exceeding  any  national  ambient  air  quality  standard  in 
the  period  from  1975  to  1985. 

3  Major  thoroughfares  link  districts  within  the  city  and 
distribute  traffic  from  and  to  freeways;   these  are 
routes  generally  of  City-wide  significance,   and  are 
identified  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  Compre- 
hensive Plan,  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  Num- 
ber 6834,  April  27,    1972,   Thoroughfares  Plan. 
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traffic  counts  and  capacity  of  local  streets 
have  been  tabulated  in  Table   4.   Access  to  and 
from  the  Peninsula  and  East  Bay  is  provided  by 
US  101  (Central  Freeway) ,  with  its  nearest  on- 
and  off-rairps  located  two  to  three  blocks  north 
of  the  site.    Of  the  57  off-street  parking 
spaces  on  the  garage   site,  26  are  used  for 
public  parking;  those  located  at  the  western 
portion  of  the  site  are  used  by  City  and  State 
enployees.    Within  the  three-block  area  sur- 
rounding the  site,  approximately  3,800  park- 
ing spaces  are  available  -  1,000  on  the  streets 
and  2,800  in  lots  and  garages.    The  Coimierce 
High  site  provides  the  largest  number  of 
public  parking  spaces  (326  in  the  evening)  in 
the  immediate  ai'ea.    All  existing  parking 
spaces  on  this  lot  would  be  displaced  by  the 
proposed  concert  hall  (Performing  Arts  Center) , 
which  has  been  scheduled  for  construction  in 
early  1978.    Other  off-street  parking  spaces 
are  mostly  located  below  the  Central  Freeway 
structure;   approximately  150  such  parking 
spaces  are  within  1-1/2  blocks  of  the 
Performing  Arts  Center.     A  detailed 
description  of  the  parking  conditions  and 
facilities  in  the  project  area  can  be  found 
in  the  garage  feasibility  report  and  Table  3. 

b.  Public  Transit.  Transit  services  available  in 
the  general  project  area  include  those  of  the 
San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (Muni) , 
Golden  Gate  Transit,  and  Bay  Area  Rapid  Tran- 
sit (BART) .     Public  transit  within  a  block  of 
the  project  includes  Muni  Line  Numbers  5,  21, 
47,  and  85.    Additional  discussion  on  the 
operational  characteristics  of  the  public 
transit  systems  can  be  found  in  the  Trans- 
portation i^pendix  of  the  PAC  EIR. 

c.  Bicycling.    While  all  streets  in  the  project 
area  can  be  used  for  bicycles,  only  Grove 
Street  has  been  officially  designated  as  a 
bicycle  route  in  the  Transportation  Element  of 
the  City's  Ccrrprehensive  Plan,  while  Polk  Street 
is  shown  as  a  street  to  be  improved  as  a  bicycle 
route.      Neither  street  has  separate  bicycle  lanes. 


1.  Op.  Cit.  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center  Parking  Garage/ 
Revenues  Preliminary  Design  and  Cost  Estimates. 

2.  Op.  Cit.  Transportation  Element,  Bicycle  Plan,  P. 21. 
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TABLE  4 


STREET  CAPACITY  AND 


Number  of 


Street 

Traffic  Lanes 

ADT 

Franklin 

3 

21,500 

Grove 

4 

5,400 

Gough(s) 

3 

15,000 

Fulton 

2 

6,100 

Van  Ness 

6 

39,000 

Hayes 

4 

10,000 

Central  Fwy 
(US  101) 

6 

87,000 

ADT  =  Average  Daily  Traffic 


UTILIZATION 

Vehicles  per  Hour ^ ^ ^ 

Directional  Directional  Traffic 
Capacity (c)      p.m.  Peak  


2,700 

1,700 

1,100 

260 

2,700 

1,100 

500 

360 

2,300 

1,500 

1,100 

600 

4,500 

3,350 

(a)  One-way  street  with  additional  peak  hour  tow- away  lane. 

(b)  Approximate  for  seginent  adjacent  to  project  site. 

(c)  Capacity  at  Level  of  Services  "D" ,  which  is  defined  as  traffic 
approaching  unstable  flow  with  service  volumes  approaching  0.9 
of  capacity.    Highway  Research  Board,  Special  Report  87 
"Highway  Capacity  Manual  -  1965",  National  Academy  of  Sciences, 
National  Research  Council,  Publication  1328. 


Sources:      Materials  on  file  at  Traffic    Engineering  Division / 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
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d.      Walking.    All  streets  in  the  project  area  have 
paved  sidewalks  for  pedestrian  traffic.  Ped- 
estrian movements  are  unobstructed  by  the 
double-decked  Central  Freeway,  which  defines 
the  site's  western  boundary.    Sidewalk  widths 
adjacent  to  the  garage  project  are  ten  (10) 
feet  on  both  Grove  and  Gough  Streets. 

5.      Land  Use: 

Mixed  land  developments  are  found  in  the  project 
vicinity.    Property  adjacent  and  to  the  east  is 
occupied  by  a  parking  lot  and  an  auto  repair  shop. 
Farther  east  are  the  War  Memorial  Corplex,  City  Hall/ 
and  several  Federal  and  State  buildings.  Located 
across  Grove  Street  frcm  the  project  is  a  mixture  of 
residential,  commercial,  and  light  industrial 
buildings,  with  no  distinguishing  architectural 
features.     To  the  immediate  west  of  the  project 
is  the  Central  Freeway,   constructed  over  a 
parking  lot.     Bordering  the  site  on  the  north 
are  three  apartment  buildings  and  a  hotel.  Lo- 
cated among  these  buildings  are  several  parking 
lots.      (Refer  to  Figure  5,   page  13,   for  the 
location  of  structures  and  scale  of  development 
in  the  project  area) .     Appxoimately  300  people 
occupy  some  140  dwelling  units  and  60  hotel 
rooms  immediately  to  the  north  and  south  of  the 
garage  site. 

Buildings  which  are  mder  construction  or  will  be 
constructed  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  include 
the  California  State  Bar  Annex,-'-  located  to  the 
immediate  south  of  the  existing  Bar  building;  the 
Opera  House  addition,  to  be  located  behind  the  ex- 
isting Opera  House,  and  the  Performing  Arts  Center, 
to  be  located  on  the  Commerce  High  School  site,  with  its 
project-related  alterations.   (See  PAC  EIR  and  Table  I,  page  3  ) 

A  portion  of  the  garage    site  fronting  on  Grove 
Street  is  within  a  C-2  (Corinercial  Business) 
district,  while  the  remainder  is  within  a  C-M 
(Heavy  Conmercial)  district.    Automobile  parking  is  a 


1  Certificate  of  Exemption  issued  on  January  9,  1976,  as  an 

ongoing  project  approved  prior  to  November  23,  1970,  under 
File  No.  EE  75.487. 
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principal  use  in  either  of  the  above  zoning 
districts.    The  site  has  a  building  height  limit 
of  96  feet  and  no  bulk  requirements.     Refer  to  the 
PAC  EIR  for  zoning  in  the  Civic  Center  area.-'- 

The  Western  Addition  Redevelopnent  Plan  designated 
the  garage   area  for  "Public  Use" ,  which  includes 
public  buildings  and  Civic  Center  related  facilities.^ 
A  review  of  the  project  by  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  would  be  required  as  part  of  the  approval 
process,  as  the  property  is  primarily  owned  by  the 
Agency  (the  portion  of  property  owned  by  the  State  of 
California  would  have  to  be  acquired  as  well) .  All 
structures  on  the  Redevelopment  Agency  property 
would  be  demolished  prior  to  the  transfer  to  the 
City  and  County,  or  to  any  other  buyer,  pursuant  to 
the  Redevelopment  Plan. 

The  Civic  Center  portion  of  the  City's  Master  Plan  ^ 
does  not  specify  land  use  for  the  garage  site, 
which  is  immediately  to  the  west  of  the  boundary  of 
the  "Core  Area".    Policy  2  of  Objective  Three  calls 
for  locating  parking  facilities  beyond  the  western 
periphery  of  the  Civic  Center  Core,  with  direct 
vehicular  access  to  major  thoroughfares.    Policy  3 
calls  for  providing  and  pricing  parking  for  short-tem 
visitor  use,  and  for  discouraging  long-term  parking. 

The  Transportation  Element  of  the  Master  Plan  calls 
for  locating  short  and  long-term  parking  in  areas 
peripheral  to  the  downtown  district,  as  the  site  is, 
subject  to  certain  criteria.    These  criteria  include 
such  items  as  providing  space  for  van  and  car  pool 
vehicles  and  compact  cars,  for  vehicles  of  physically- 
handicapped  persons  vdiere  appropriate,  and  for 
motorcycles  and  bicycles.    Other  criteria  call  for  a 
demonstrated  demand  for  additional  parking  resulting 
from  a  specific  development  which  cannot  be  diverted 
to  transit  or  met  by  existing  facilities,  and  for 
ready  access  fron  freeway  ramps  or  major  thoroughfares. 


1  Op.  Cit. ,  p. 40 

2.  Official  Redevelopment  Plan  for  the  Western  Addition  Approved 

Redevelopment  Project  Area  A- 2,  Board  of  Supervisors  Ordinance 
No.  273-64,  October  13,  1964,  and  Ordinance  No.  264-70,  August 
3,  1970. 

3  Civic  Center  Plan,  a  part  of  the  Conprehensive  Plan,  City 

Planning  Coraiission  Resolution  No.  7216,  July  25,  1974. 
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Additionally,  criteria  call  for  consideration  being 

given  to  inclusion  of  other  uses  in  order  to  max- 
imize use  of  scarce  land  resources  and  to  integrate 
the  structure  into  the  surrounding  neighborhood;  for 
the  structure       being  in  scale  with  existing  struct- 
ures in  the  area,  and,  when  located  in  commercial 
districts,  inclusion  of  canmercial  frontage  in  order 
to  avoid  blank  street  level  facades;  and  for  all  or 
portions  of  the  facility  being  convertible  to  other 
uses  if  demand  for  parking  is  reduced  in  the  future. 
The  Transportation  Element  also  calls  for  parking 
in  the  downtown  area  to  be  within  structures  rather 
than  on  lots,  in  order  to  conserve  space  and  mini- 
mize displacement.    The  Transportation  Element 
Mass  Transit  Plan,  however,  does  call  for  giving 
first  priority  to  inproving  transit  service  throughout 
the  City,  to  provide  a  convenient  and  effici^t  system 
as  a  feasible  alternative  to  automobile  use. 


6.      Visual  Setting: 

The  garage  site  is  situated  on  the  edge  of  the 
Civic  Center  area,  v^^ich  consists  of  an  aggregation 
of  monumental  civic  buildings  and  an  open  plaza 
considered  the  grandest  of  all  American  Civic 
Complexes . 2    Directly  across  Franklin  Street  to  the 
east  of  the  project  is  the  War  Memorial  Complex, 
which  includes  the  Opera  House  and  Veterans  Audi- 
torium and  is  a  designated  City  landmark.  Sur- 
rounding the  site  are  multi-story  low-rise  commercial 
and  residential  apartment  buildings,  with  the 
surface  parking  lots  providing  all  of  the  open 
space  in  the  immediate  area.    The  double-decked 
Central  Freeway  west  of  the  project  is  a  dominant 
visual  element  which  can  be  viewed  from  all 
approaches  to  the  site.    Figures  7A,  7B,  and  7C 
present  photographic  views  of  the  garage  site  and 
its  surroundings.    Refer  to  the  PAC  EIR  (pp.  34-35) 
for  more  description  of  Civic  Center  visual 
characteristics . 


1  Transportation  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan,  Amendments 
Regarding  Parking  as  adopted  by  the  City  Planning  Commission 
under  Resolution  No.  7647    on  January  20,  1977:  Objective 
1,  Policies  3  and  4  of  the  Downtown  Transportation  Plan; 
Objective  1,  Policies  1,  4  and  5  of  the  Citywide    Parking  Plan; 
and  Objective  1  of  the  Mass  Transit  Plan. 

2  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  Final  Case 
Report,  War  Memorial  Complex,   September  4,   197  4. 
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FIGURE  7A 
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IV. 


THE  ENVIRONIMENTAL  IMPACT  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION* 


A.  Land 

1.  Soil  Stability: 

The  stability  of  soil  vsould  not  be  affected,  as  the 
weight  of  soil  which  would  be  removed  in  the  base- 
ment excavation  would  be  conparable  to  the  weight 
of  the  new  construction. 

2.  Seismic  Hazard: 

Since  no  major  alteration  of  soil  or  water  table  at 
the  site  would  be  required,  the  seismic  characteris- 
tics of  the  area  would  reinain  unaffected.  However, 
the  proposed  structure  vould  be  subject  to  the 
seismic  hazards  which  affect  all  construction  in 
San  Francisco.     (See  Section  III  (A)  3) 

B.  Microclimate 

1.  Wind: 

Under  present  conditions  some  of  the  westerly  winds 
are  deflected  by  the  Central  Freeway  structure. 
Erection  of  the  garage  vrould  only  slightly  alter 
the  bulk  and  volume  of  existing  buildings  on  the 
site;  it  would  cause  no  major  changes  in  velocity, 
force,  and  flow  pattern  of  the  wind  in  the  project 
area. 

2.  Shadows : 

The  proposed  garage  would  create  shadows  on  Grove 
and  Gough  Street  as  well  as  on  abutting  buildings. 
The  location  and  shape  of  the  shadows  cast  during 
specific  periods  are  shown  in  Figure  8. 


C.      Air  Quality 

The  garage  would  not  directly  emit  pollutants.  Indirect 
impacts  would  be  due  almost  entirely  to  vehicular  traffic. 
A  detailed  analysis  of  carbon  monoxide  emissions  was  pre- 

*    Various  possible    effects  of  the  project  that  were  determined 

not    to    be    significant  by  the  Departinent  of  City  Planning  are  not 
discussed  in  detail  in  this  report,  as  is  indicated  generally  in 
such  paragraphs  of  this  Chapter. 
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pared  in  the  PAC  EIR  for  the  proposed  400-spaoe  garage  lo- 
cated on  the  Commerce  High  site.  In  that  EIR,  the  1980 
area-wide  carbon  monoxide  levels,  including  pollutants 
generated  by  the  proposed  concert  hall  and  garage,  were 
estimated  to  remain  below  State  air  quality  standards . -'- 
While  this  project  might  result  in  as  much  as  a  50 
percent  increase  in  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  over  the 
earlier  garage  proposal,  its  area-wide  pollution  con- 
centration would  still  be  expected  to  fall  below  the 
State  standards,  as  shown  below: 

Estimated  Carbon  Monoxide  Concentrations 


At  the    garage  site,  maximum  roadside  onissions  from  the 
garage  would  occur  on  Grove  between  Gough  and  Franklin 
Streets.    The  amount  of  carbon  monoxide  at  the  proposed 
location  would  likely  not  exceed  that  estimated  for  the 
Cormerce  High  School  site  garage,  as  the  peak  hour  traffic 
volume  on  Grove  is  less  than  half  that  on  Van  Ness  Avenue 
or  Franklin  Street.    Carbon  monoxide  pollution  concentra- 
tions on  Franklin  and  Gough  Streets  would  be  coirparable 
to  that  estimated  for  the  Ccmnerce  High  School  site, 
based  on  Van  Ness  Avenue  traffic.     (Franklin  and  Gough 
Streets  have  lower  base  traffic,  yet  they  would  be 
affected  by  a  garage  with  larger  capacity;  the  opposite 
is  true  of  Van  Ness  Avenue.)  The  PAC  EIR  projected 
10.3  mg/m3  and  3.9  mg/m^  CO  concentrations  for  Van  Ness 

traffic  in  1980  on  one  and  eight-hour  averaging  times, 
respectively.    The  pollutants  generated  in  the  garage 
itself  would  partially  be  collected  by  the  ventilation 
system  and  released  at  thereof,  which  would  be  located  at 
approximately  the  elevation  of  the  upper  deck  of  the 

Central  Freeway.    The  ventilation  shafts  would  be  louvered 
to  vent  the  exhaust  air  away  from  adjacent  residential 
buildings  to  the  north. 


Transportation  and  Circulation 

The  proposed  garage  WDuld  be  constructed  to  replace 
existing  parking  displaced  by  the  concert  hall  and  to 


Cit. ,  pp  55-55a. 


One- Hour  Average    Eight- Hour  Average 
(mg/m^)  (mg/m^) 


Without  Garage 
With  Garage 
Standards 


2.60 
3.65 
40.00 


1.50 
2.10 
10.00 
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serve  the  e><panded  Performing  Arts  Center  facilities.  Ihe 
traffic  iirpact  is  primarily  related  to  activities  at  the  Per- 
forming Arts  Center,  Opera  House  and  other  Civic  Center  fa- 
cilities during  weekdays;  at  ni^t  or  weekends,  traffic  irrpact 
would  be  primarily  related  to  Perfoinning  Arts  Center  activities. 
These  activities  and  their  transportation  impacts  have  been  dis- 
cussed in  the  PAC  EIR.      The  transportation  impacts  of  this  and 
the  previously  proposed  garage  would  be  similar,  as  both  garages 
are  designed  to  serve  the  same  traffic  generators.    The  major 
difference  between  the  two  proposals  is  in  the  additional  165 
new  parking  spaces,  the  area  of  the  parking  inpact,  and  the  mag- 
nitude and  location  of  traffic  iirpacts.    The  proposed  600-car 
garage  would  be  able  to  accommodate  most  if  not  all  of  the  pres- 
ent day  and  ni<^t  cferaand  in  the  project  vicinity.^    Except  for 
the  streets  immediately  surrounding  the  project,  the  areawide 
and  regional  traffic  routes  affected  are  largely  similar  to 
those  of  the  previous  proposal. 

1.    Local  Access  and  Street  Traffic: 

The  proposed  garage  would  have  its  access  points  located 
along  Gough  and  Grove  Stilts  and  an  exit  to  Fulton  Street 
to  be  used  only  following  evening  performances.    A  fully 
loaded  garage  would  produce  about  300  vehicles  each  on 
Grove  and  Gough  Streets.    Such  traffic  volumes  would  only 
occur  immediately  preceding  and  following  an  evening  per- 
formance at  the  Opera  House  and/or  the  proposed  concert 
hall,  at  which  time  the  throu<^  traffic  volume  on  these 
streets  is  normally  li<^t.    About  100  vehicles  would  impact 
Grove,  Franklin  and  Gou^  Streets  preceding  and  following  a 
weekday  matinee  performance,  as  more  people  use  the  existing 
transit  services  and  charter  buses  on  weekdays  than  on  week- 
ends or  evenings,  and  as  fewer  garage  spaces  woiiLd  be  avail- 
able for  weekday  matinees.    One  hundred  additional  non- 
performance-related  vehicles  would  exit  the  garage  during 
the  peak  hour,  based  upon  present  Civic  Center  Auto  Park 
use.    In  the  event  that  the  matinee  traffic  should  occur 
during  the  P.M.  peak  hour,  with  the  total  of  200  additional 
vehicles  the  resulting  traffic  volumes  on  Franklin,  Gough 
and  Grove  Streets  would  be  1900,  1300  and  700"^  vehicles  per 
hour  respectively.    These  traffic  volumes  would  constitute 
about  95,  50  and  30  per  cent  of  hourly  capacity  of  the  cor- 
responding streets  at  Level  of  Service  "D".'*    During  the  A.M. 
peak  hour,  v^ich  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  garage  oc- 
curs between  9  and  10  A.M.,  the  garage  would  already  have  ac- 
coimodated  its  major  influx,  based  ipon  present  Civic  Center 
Auto  Park  use,  and  no  more  than  100  additional  vehicles  would 
be  anticipated.    Corresponding  hourly  traffic  volurtes,  as  above, 
would  be  1600,  1200  and  500  vehicles,  with  hourly  capacities 
of  2000,  2000  and  2200  vehicles.^  Weekday  matinee  performances 


1  Op.  Cit.,  pp.  56-57  and  120-159. 

2  Tudor  Engineering  Company  estimate. 

3  Based  on  two-way  traffic  volume  of  500  vehicles  on  Grove  Street. 

4  As  defined  on  Table  2,  p.  19. 

5  CalCTilations  on  file  and  available  for  review  at  the  Department 
of  City  Planning. 
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would  generally  be  scheduled  so  as  to  avoid  generating 
traffic  during  the  local  P.M.  peak  traffic  hours. 
Since  there  is  more  than  one  traffic  lane  in  each 
flow  direction  on  Gough  and  Grove  Streets  to 
accommodate  garage  traffic,  through  traffic  flow 
on  these  streets  would  not  be  greatly  affected. 
Assuming  no  major  traffic  volume  increase  over  the 
next  several  years,  the  peak  hour  capacity  of  the 
surrounding  streets  would  be  able  to  accommodate 
the  additional  traffic  without  exceeding  Level  of 
Service  "D" .    Residences  on  Fulton  Street  would  not 
be  affected  by  garage  traffic,  as  vehicles  using 
the  Fulton  Street  exit  following  evening  perfor- 
mances usually  would  turn  right  on  Fulton  to  reach 
Franklin  Street. 

Transit  Operations: 

Shifts  of  transportation  mode  could  occur  as  a 
result  of  the  additional  parking  provided  by  the  garage 
project.    Motorists  using  the  Civic  Center 
facilities  in  general  and  patrons  of  the  Performing 
Arts  in  particular  could  be  affected,  as  discussed 
in  the  following  paragraphs. 

Weekday  Matinee  -  During  weekday  matinee  performances, 
the  quality  of  transit  services  in  the  project  area 
is  better  than  on  weekends  orniahts,  and  waiting 
time  is  shorter  than  in  the  evening.    When  considered 
in  conjunction  with  the  relatively  high  traffic 
volumes  on  nearby  streets  following  each  performance 
(weekdays,  4-5  p.m.),  and  pre-emption  of  garage 
spaces  by  other  daytime  parkers ,  this  would  tend  to 
prevent  any  shift  by  performing  arts  patrons  frctn 
transit  to  the  automobile. 

Evening  and  Weekend  Performances  -  During  the  evening, 
additional  vehicular  traffic  would  be  generated  by 
anticipated  new  performances  at  the  proposed 
Performing  Arts  Center  concert  hall  complex.  In 
addition,  transit  service  is  less  frequent  in  the 
evenings,  while  more  free  curb  parking  spaces  in  the 
project  area  are  available  than  during  the  day.  A 
20  to  30  percent  traffic  volume  increase  would  occur 
on  nearby  streets  on  performance  evenings  as  a  result 
of  concurrent  performances  at  the  Opera  House  and 
Concert  Hall.    Similar  transportation  conditions 
could  be  anticipated  during  concurrent  weekend  per- 
formances. 

Vehicular  traffic  generated  by  the  project  would 
cause  no  major  inpact  on  transit  operations,  as  both 
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Gough  and  Franklin  Streets  have  no  transit  services. 
At  present,  transit  operations  on  Grove  Street  occur 
in  the  eastbound  direction,  with  weekday  headways  of 
about  7  minutes  between  1  and  2  p.m. ,  about  5  minutes 
between  4  and  5  p.m. ,  and  15  minutes  during  the 
evening.    It  is  anticipated  that  the  total  garage 
traffic  preceding  and  following  a  weekday  mtinee  per- 
fonnance  would  affect  some  8  and  14  transit  vehicles 
on  Grove  Street,  respectively.    These  transit  vehicles 
would  be  affected  by  a  projected  weekday  p.m.  peak 
hour  traffic  volume  on  Grove  Street  of  about  30  per 
cent  of  its  capacity  at  level  of  Service  "D". 

Garage  traffic  would  have  the  most  impact  on  streets 
iinnediately  surrounding  the  facility;  concentration 
of  garage  traffic  would  be  diluted  at  street  locations 
furttier  away  from  the  facility,  reducing  the  traffic 
inpacts  on  Muni  lines  on  Market  Street,  Fulton  Street, 
and  Van  Ness  Avenue.    A  weekday  evening  performance 
would  affect  sane  four  transit  vehicles  with  less  than 
20  percent  occupancy  for  a  one-block  distance.  The 
two  eastbound  traffic  lanes  on  Grove  Street  iirmediately 
south  of  the  project  would  reduce  the  irrpact  of  vehicu- 
lar traffic  on  transit  operation. 

3.      Parking  Inpact: 

The  proposed  garage  would  provide  additional  park- 
ing spaces  in  an  area  where  daytime  parking  demand 
often  exceeds  supply.!  Of  those,  some  40  spaces 
would  be  assigned  weekdays  to  the  Department  of  Pi±)lic 
Works.    Initially,  360  spaces  are  anticipated  for 
weekday  transient  parking,  and  200  are  anticipated 
for  monthly  ticket  holders  (175  of  whom  are  presently 
utilizing  existing  parking  that  would  be  displaced. 2) 
The  ratio  of  parking  spaces  allocated  between 
transient  and  monthly  parkers  would  essentially  be 
the  same  as  now  exists  on  the  Coirmerce  High  School 
lot.    Spaces  now  provided  on  an  interim  basis  as 
surface  parking  would  become  more  permanent  in 
nature  as  garage  stalls. 


Op.  Cit.,  Parking  Garage  Revenues,  Preliminary  Design,  and 
Cost  Estimates,  pp.  11-16. 

Op.  Cit.,  p. 14. 
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Wit±i  respect  to  the  Master  Plan  for  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco,  parking  on  this  site  would 
be  most  appropriate  to  the  extent  that  it  is  limit- 
ed to  replacing  the  short-term  parking  now  provided 
on  an  interim  basis  on  the  lots  being  displaced, 
including  the  Commerce  High  School  site. 

Bicycle/Pedestrian  Iitpact: 

Additional  vehicular  traffic  movements  would  occur 
on  Grove  Street,  which  is  a  designated  bicycle  route 
west  of  Franklin  Street.    There  would  be  more  con- 
flicts between  automobiles  and  bicyclists  using 
Grove  Street  than  presently  occur. 
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Pedestrian  traffic  would  be  generated  preceding  and 
following  perfornances  at  the  Opera  House  or  the 
proposed  Performing  Arts  Center.    Pedestrians  using 
the  garage  would  create  increased  pedestrian-vehicle 
conflicts  at  the  Franklin/Grove  Street  intersection 
and  possibly  increased  traffic  delay. 

5.      Concert  Hall  Effects: 

An  additional  average  of  some  50  daily  trips  would 
be  generated  fcy  the  expansion  of  Concert  Hall  fac- 
ilities.   About  half  of  these  would  be  automobile 
trips  requiring  parking  acccmmodations  at  the  pro- 
posed garage. 

E.  Water 

1.  Runoff: 

Runoff  from  the  project  site  drains  into  the  San 
Francisco  combined  storm  and  sanitary  sewer  system. 
The  project  would  have  no  noticeable  effect  on  runoff 
since  the  proposed  structure  would  have  site  coverage 
similar  to  that  of  the  present  buildings  and  paved 
parking  lots. 

2.  Groundwater : 

The  level  of  the  proposed  basement  floor  slab  would 
be  approxiiTiately  9  feet  below  the  existing  street 
grade  with  some  footings  extending  down  an  addition- 
al 4  feet.    The  groundwater  level  is  about  10  feet 
to  12  feet  below  the  existing  grade. 

During  construction  it  would  be  necessary  to  lover 
the  present  water  level  in  the  area  of  the  site  by 
about  7  feet.    This  would  affect  the  water  level 
for  perhaps  30  feet  beyond  the  building  area  and 
would  have  no  significant  influence  on  existing 
adjacent  construction  or  utilities.  Permanent 
drainage  required  to  prevent  uplift  on  the  basement 
slab  would  lower  the  present  water  table  about  2 
feet  within  the  area  of  the  building,  and  would 
have  no  effect  on  adjacent  property. 

F.  Utilities  and  Services 

1.      Water  Supply: 

In  addition  to  the  demand  generated  by  the  washroom 
(with  one  toilet,  sink,  and  wash  basin) ,  water  would 
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be  used  for  landscaping  purposes.    The  peak  demand 
for  water  would  be  approximately  125  gallons  per 
minute,  which  could  be  supplied  by  the  existing 
8"  main  running  along  Grove  Street.    Total  water 
consunption  would  not  exceed  3,500  gallons  per  day 
and  may  be  less,  depending  upon  the  varieties  of 
plants  used  in  landscaping.    This  would  essentially 
be  new  water  consunption,  as  three  of  the  four  exist- 
ing buildings  on  the  garage  site  are  vacant.  The 
Concert  Hall  modification  would  generate  an  additional 
maximum  demand  of  seme  1,000  gallons  per  day. 

2.  Wastewater  Service: 

Wastewater  would  be  solely  generated  by  the  semi- 
public  washroom  described  in  the  previous  paragraph. 
The  dry  weather  flow  to  the  sewer  system  would  be 
approximately  1,000  gallons  per  day.    This  would 
represent  about  0 . 0017  percent  of  the  average  dry 
weather  flow  presently  treated  per  day  at  the  North 
Point  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant.    The  public 
sewers  in  the  project  vicinity  are  combined  sewers 
designed  to  accept  runoff  for  the  once  in  five  year 
storm.    The  sewage  from  the  project  would  be  given 
primary  treatment  at  the  North  Point  Water  Pollution 
Control  Plant,  which  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Regional 
Water  Quality  Control  Board  has  cited  for  noncon- 
formance with  the  required  water  quality  standards.-^ 
A  maximum  of  5  percent  increase  in  wastewater  over 
the  original  proposal  would  be  generated  by  the 
Concert  Hall  modifications. 2 

3.  Solid  Waste: 

Less  than  one  cubic  yard  of  solid  waste  would  be 
generated  per  week.    The  Golden  Gate  Disposal 
Corpany  which  provides  services  in  this  area  had 
previously  indicated  that  handling  of  the  wastes 
would  present  no  problems. 3    Approximately  half  a 
cubic  yard  of  solid  waste  per  day  would  be  generated 
by  the  Concert  Hall  modifications. 

4.  Energy: 

Electrical  energy  would  primarily  be  used  for  light- 
ing and  for  ventilation  equipment  to  be  activated  by 


1 


Op.  Cit.,  PAC  EIR,  p.  58 


2 


Ibid.,  p.  58 


3 


Ibid.,  p.  59 
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automatic  air  pollution  sensoring  devices.  Based 
upon  a  17-hour  demand  for  electricity  per  day,  the 
total  connected  load  would  be  551  KW.    The  average 
monthly  use  would  be  167,000  KWh,  as  projected 
against  an  annual  use  of  2,005,000  KWh.  Based 
upon  200,000  square  feet  of  total  floor  area,  the 
electricity  demand  would  be  0.76  KWh  per  square  foot 
per  month.    Lighting  intensity  on  the  traffic  lanes 
would  be  about  10  foot  candles.    A  similar  size 
office  building  would  probably  demand  three  times 
the  amount  of  electricity  as  this  project.  The 
anticipated  daily  electric  load  distribution  curve  is 
shown  in  Figure  9;  the  annual  electric  load  distri- 
bution would  essentially  remain  constant,  as  there 
would  be  only  a  two  percent  difference  in  monthly 
electricity  consuirption  between  standard  time 
and  daylight  saving  time  periods. 

The  garage  would  generate  no  demand  for  fossil  fuels 
ard  natural  gas. 

5.  Telephone  Service: 

The  Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Carpany  would 
be  able  to  provide  one  private  and  one  public  tele- 
phone in  the  proposed  garage. ^The  Concert  Hall 
modifications  would  generate  an  additional  demand  for 
several  telephones. 

6.  Fire  and  Police  Protection: 

The  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  has  stated  that 
no  additional  personnel  or  equipment  would  be  re- 
quired to  render  service  in  the  project  area. 2 

The  proposed  garage  by  itself  would  generate  no 
direct  demand  for  police  protection. 

G.      Land  Use: 

As  the  site  is  within  the  Western  Addition  Redevelopment 
Area    and  is  scheduled  for  clearance  before  any  transfer 
to  a  developer,  the  loss  of  existing  structures  (and 
former  uses)  on  the  site  is  not  considered  an  irrpact  of 
the  project  itself. 

The  height  of  the  garage  would  conform  to  the  City's  zoning 


1  Op.  Cit.,  PAC  EIR,  p.  66. 

2  Ibid.,  p.  66 
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regulations.    Construction  of  tlie  garage  would  change  the  pre- 
dominant land  use  on  this  block  from  vacant  commercial/resi- 
dential to  parking,  which  is  a  principal  use  permitted  by  the 
City  Planning  Code,  and  a  public  use  permitted  by  the  Redevelop- 
ment Plan.    With  respect  to  the  blaster  Plan  of  the  City,  the 
parking  structure  would  be  appropriate  to  the  extent  it  is 

integrated  into  the  neighborhood  from  a  visual  and  a  land- 
use  perspective. 

H.    Visual  Inpact: 

The  proposed  project  would  convert  the  existing  group 
of  predominantly  residential  buildings  into  a  single 
structure  with  stronger  horizontal  facade  elements.  The 
visual  effect  v\ould  be  of  a  conservative  design  enploy- 
ing  horizontal  bands  designed  to  be  conpatible  wi^  the 
nearby  Opera  House  and  the  proposed  concert  hall,    of  a 
larger  scale  than  structures  across  Grove  Street  to 
the  south.    The  proximity  of  the  Civic  Center,  a  visually 
important  part  of  San  Francisco,  makes  the  design  of  the 
garage  a  particularly  sensitive  matter.    The  design  of  the 
garage  does  not  include  vertical  elements  on  the  Grove 
Street  frontage,  although  siirple  columns  would  be  visible 
on  the  east  facade.     Inclusion  of  columns  on  the  Grove 
Street  facade  might  help  relate  the  structure  to  (1) 
buildings  in  the  Civic  Center,  where  columns  and  other  strong 
vertical  elements  in  the  facades  are  balanced  horizontally 
by  ground  level  detailing  and  cornices,  and  (2)  buildings 
on  the  south  side  of  Grove  Street,  which  typically  are 
situated  on  27.5-foot  lots.    Additionally,  the  elevator/ 
stair  tower  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the  garage,  occurring 
as  it  does  between  the  bulk  of  the  garage  structure  and 
Civic  Center  buildings,  tends  to  visually  separate  the 
structure  from  the  Civic  Center.    Finally,  the  auto  and 
pedestrian  entran'-es  on  Grove  Street  are  not  expressed 
architecturally,  in  contrast  to  the  treatment  of  entrances 
in  the  Civic  Center.    The  garage  would  remove  some  view 
of  the  freeway  structure  and  parking  lot  from  persons  in 
buildings  located  to  the  north  and  south  of  the  project. 
See  Figures  lOA  and  lOB  for  additional  information  on 
visual  inpact  of  the  project,  and  Figures  7A,  7B,  and  7C 
(pp. 23-25)  for  additional  photographs  of  the  vicinity. 
The  concert  hall  modifications  would  not  change  the  bulk 
of  the  Performing  Arts  Center. 


1  Tudor  Engineering  Conpany,  on  behalf  of  Sponsors  of  the  Per- 

forming Arts  Center,  Inc. 
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I.      Archaeological  and  Historical: 

The  site  presents  no  visual  evidence  of  remains  of  archae- 
ological or  historical  interest,  and  is  within  an  area  of  no 
known  potential  for  archaeological  finds. 2 

J.      Plant  and  Animal  Life: 

Approximately  15  trees  or  bushes  would  be  removed  for  the 
construction  of  the  proposed  garage.    New  vegetation 
would  be  introduced  on  three  sides  of  the  structure.  These 
plantings  might  serve  as  habitat  for  urban  fauna. 

K.      Health  and  Safety: 

During  the  nine-month  construction  period,  construction 
noise  and  vibration  would  take  place  intermittently.  The 
highest  noise  levels  would  probably  occur  in  the  first 
three  months  -  during  the  foundation  constiruction  period. 


2 


San  Francisco  Archaeological  Sensitivity  Map,  James  Held, 
Consulting  Archaeologist.    On  file  and  available  for  review 
at  the  offices  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 
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VISUAL  IMPACT  STUDY 
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FIGURE  lOA 


5  5 

VISUAL   IMPACT  STUDY 
FIGURE  lOB 
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Existing 


Proposed 


6 

View  From  Franklin/Fulton  Intersection 

VISUAL   IMPACT  STUDY 
FIGURE  IOC 
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Proposed 


View  From  Opera  House  Parking  Lot 
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VISUAL  IMPACT  STUDY 
FIGURE  lOD 


at  which  time  the  peak  noise  level  might  occasionally 
exceed  90  dBA  at  100  feet  from  construction  activities. 
This  distance  would  include  seven  residential  buildings, 
with  approximately  70  units,  and  a  60- roan  hotel,  located 
north  and  south  of  the  project,  respectively.  In  the 
absence  of  any  physical  barriers,  construction  noise  of 
90    dBA  could  be  audible  over  background  at  approximately 
600      feet  from  the  construction  site. 

Upon  cotpletion,  garage  traffic  would  increase  the 
sidewalk  LlO  noise  level  from  approximately  76  dBA  to 
78  dBA.  on  Grove  Street  south  of  the  garage;  a  difference 
of  2  dBA  in  continuous  noise  level  is  not  perceptible. 
The  noise  impacts  would  be  offset  through  a  reduction  of 
direct  freeway  traffic  noise  transmission  to  buildings 
southeast  of  the  project.    However,  noise  on  the  project 
site  itself  would  be  increased  as  a  result  of  additional 
traffic  operations. 

Construction  hazards  would  be  present  during  the  con- 
struction phase,  affecting  pedestrians  passing  the  pro- 
ject area. 

The  concert  hall  modifications  would  result  in  shifting 
the  location  of  garage  traffic  noise  on  Grove  Street  one 
block  to  the  west.    Traffic  noise  on  Van  Ness  Avenue  and 
Hayes  would  also  be  lower  than  that  estimated  in  the 
earlier  proposal.   (PAC  EIR  ,  pp  ,  46-47,71) . 

L.  Socioeconomic 

Construction  of  the  garage  vrauld  create  an  approximate 
equivalent  of  40  person-years  of  jobs  for  construction 
and  related  industry  workers.    Upon  corpletion,  the  gar- 
age would  generate  3  full-time  equivalent  jobs  for  parking 
and  maintenance  personnel. 

M.      Performing  Arts  Center  Design  Modifications 

In  relation  to  the  iiipacts  discussed  in  the  Final 
PAC    EIR,    changes    in  :  inpacts  would  occur  in  the  follow- 
ing areas  due  to  construction  of  the  Performing  Arts 
Center: 

Additional  trip  generation  due  to  expansion  of  facilities  > 

Reduced  traffic,  noise,  and  air  quality  inpacts  on 
streets  bordering  the  performing  arts  center  site  ; 

Increase  in  water  consuitption,  wastewater,  solid  waste, 
and  telephone  services,  proportional  to  the  expansion  of 
facilities. 
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MITIGATION  MEASURES  PROPOSED  TO  MINIMIZE  THE  IMPACT 

A.  Design,  Including  Energy  Mitigation: 

Design  measures  incorporated  into  the  proposed  garage 
include  landscaping  at  the  street  level  to  soften  the 
visual  praninence  of  the  structure;  a  solid  wall  at  the 
north  side  of  the  structure  to  eliminate  the  noise  and 
air  pollution    which  would  affect  the  residents  of  ad- 
jacent buildings  fronting  on  Fulton  Street;  and  openings 
on  three  sides  of  the  garage  above  grade  to  minimize  the 
energy  needed  for  artificial  lighting  and  ventilation. 
Energy  use  would  also  be  mitigated  by  use  of  automatic 
air  pollution  sensor  devices  to  operate  ventilation 
equipnent  when  CO  concentration  reaches  a  predetermined 
level,  and  reducing  the  level  of  lighting  to  a  minimum 
in  evenings  vjhen  no  performances  are  scheduled.  As 
a  public  building,  the  garage  design  is  si±)ject  to  review 

for  appropriateness  by  the  Art  Ccmnission,  a  process  which 
assists  in  providing  conpatibility  of  the  building  with 
its  surroundings.     "However,  it  WDuld  appear  that  the 
garage  structure  would  be  more  conpatible  with  Civic 
Center  buildings  if  vertical  architectural  elements 
were  included,  to  supplement  the  street  trees  already 
required  by  the  Art  Commission,  and  if  the  top  floor  were 
treated  more  in  the  nanner  of  a  cornice . "    See  PAC  EIR 
for  proposed  energy    mitigation  measures  for  the  Perform- 
ing Arts  Center,  pages  75-76. 

B.  Construction ; 

During  constiruction  of  the  garage,  measures  would  be  taken  to  min- 
imize hazards  to  the  public  and  constinjction  workers  by  fencing, 
and  adherence  by  the  building  contractor  to  the  CAL-OSHA  require- 
ments and  other  Federal,  State  and  City  laws  governing  construc- 
tion activities,  including  the  Standard  Specifications  of  the  De- 
partment of  Public  Works.    Construction  noise  levels  would  coirply 
with  standards  of  the  City  noise  ordinance.   Construction- related 
airborne  dust  would  be  controlled  by  wetting  of  dusty  surfaces. 

C.  Archaeological  and  Historical; 

If  any  material  of  potential  archaeological  or  historical 
significance  should  be  found  on  the  garage  site,  the 
contractor  would  be  legally  bound  to  stop  construction  to 
permit  professional  evaluation  of  the  find. 

D.  Traffic: 

If  required,  pedestrian  "Walk  -  Don't  Walk"  signals 
could  be  installed  at  the  Grove/Franklin  intersection 
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to  facilitate  pedestrian  flow  and  inprove  traffic  safety. 
This  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Vforks,  and  would  be  iirpleraented  only  upon  satisfaction 
of  adopted  warrants  for  the  installation  of  such  signals. 

To  facilitate  traffic  flow  of  vehicles  leaving  the  garage 
after  a  perf ointance ,  two  additional  points  of    egrees  would 
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be  provided,  to  be  used  only  on  these  occasions.  One 
of  these  would  provide  egress  to  Gough  Street,  and  the 
other  to  Fulton  Street.     (See  Figure  4C,  page  9) . 

E.  Landscaping: 

Landscaping  in  the  setback  areas  adjacent  to  the  west, 
south  and  east  sides  of  the  garage,  would  consist  of 
California  natives,  which  could  be  expected  to  maintain 
growth  under  conditions  of  low  annual  rainfall  and  with 
minirmjin  watering  after  plants  are  established. 

F.  Wastewater : 

Iitplementation  of  the  City's  Wastewater  Plan-'-,  which 
calls  for  eventual  phasing  out  of  the  North  Point  Water 
Pollution  Control  Plant,  into  which  the  wastewater  frcm 
the  garage  site  would  be  discharged,  would  ultimately 
lead  to  substantial  conpilance  with  the  requirements  of 
the  Water  Control  Board. 

G.  Parking: 

In  order  to  reduce  or  eliminate  monthly  and/or  all  day 
garage  users,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  could  adopt  a 
rate  schedule  which  would  favor  transient  parkers  and 
offer  soTie  or  all  of  the  monthly  parking  spaces  exclu- 
sively to  car  pool  users.    This  WDuld  be  acccsrplished 
through  two  means: 

a.  A  graduated  rate  structure  in  which  the  hourly 
incremental  parking  rates  are  increased  for  the 
third  and  si±)sequent  hours;  and 

b.  Gradually  reducing  the  number  of  monthly 
permit  parkers  as  derand  increases  for  short- 
time  transient  parking  on  typical  weekdays, 
based  upon  operating  experience. 

VI.  ANY  ADVERSE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  WHICH  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED  IF 

THE  PROPOSAL  IS  IMPLEMENTED 

Short-term  adverse  inpacts  resulting  from  the  construction 
activities  would  be: 

Increased  noise  and  airborne  dust; 

Increased  traffic  irrpact  around  the  project  site  due  to 
construction  vehicles; 


1  "Draft  Environmental  Iitpact  Report  and  Statonent,  San  Francisco 

Wastewater  Master  Plan,"  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  and 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  February  1974. 
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Consurtption  of  non-tenewable  energy  and  material  resoiarces. 

Long-term  adverse  iirpacts  of  the  proposed  project  would  be: 

Increased  fossil  fuel  consunption,  through  making  avail- 
able a  facility  v\^ch  provides  for  continuing  automobile 
usage. 

Increased  traffic  on  nearby  streets; 

Increased  air  and  noise  pollution  due  to  additional 
traffic- 
Additional  shadovTs; 

A  potential  for  personal  injury  and  property  damage  due 
to  seismic  occurrences. 

VII.  ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

A.      No  Project: 

Leaving  the  garage  site  in  its  present  state  would  eliminate 
the  environmental  inpacts  vvtiich  the  proposed  project 
would  create.    Hc^vever,  as  a  result  of  construction  of  the 
proposed  Performing  Arts  Center  concert  hall  cortplex, 
traffic  congestion  and  parking  difficiilty  in  the  area 
would  be  exacerbated,  both  as  a  result  of  traffic  and 
parking  demand    occasioned  by  additional  performances, 
and  the  elimintation  of  existing  parking  on  the  Cormierce 
High  lot.    The  garage  site,  in  any  event,  is  proposed  for 
ultimate  clearance  and  sale  to  a  developer  under  the  Re- 
development Plan,  as  it  is  designated  by  the  Plan  for 
Acquisition  rather  than  for  Retention.-*-    Retention  of  the 
buildings  \AOuld  require  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission 
action,  followed  by  an  offering  of  sale  to  the  original 
comers,  prior  to  being  advertised  for  conpetitive  public 
bid.    As  the  buildings  were  not  designated  for  retention  by 
the  Redeveloprtent  Plan,  they  have  not  been  maintained 
in  a  manner  v^ich  would  render  rehabilitation  attractive: 
the  apartment  buildings  were  condemned  in  1974,  and  movable 
fixtures  including  utilities  have  been  gradually  removed 
since  that  time.    Construction  of  the  proposed  garage  would 
eliminated  any  possibility  of  rehabilitation,  although  re- 
habilitation is  desirable  v^en  feasible  as  per  housing 
policies  of  the  City.    However,  such  rehabilitation  could 
only  occur  as  a  separate  project,  and  vrould  require  a 
formal  change  in  the  Redevelopnent  Plan  from  its  P  (Public) 
designation  2  to  a  designation  permitting  residential  uses. 
With  respect  to  the  Concert  Hall  site,  see  the  PAC  EIR  for 
an  analysis  of  the  effects  of  No  Project. 


1  Op.  Cit. ,  Vfestem  Addition  Area  A-2,  Map  2 

2  Op.  Cit.,  Western  Addition  Area  A-2,  Map  1 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  has  estimated  the  base  costs  of 
rehabilitating  the  biaildings  as  follows,  based  upon 
staff's  knowledge  and  analysis  of  the  buildings: 3 

330  Grove  Street    $273,000    to    $350,000  (conversion  to  20 
one-bedroom  units  estimated  at  $819,000) 

340  Grove  Street    $296,670    to    $376,670  ($13,000  per  unit) 

450  Grove  Street    $315,000    to    $420,000  ($20,400  per  unit) 

360  Grove  Street    $210,000    to    $280,000  ($14,000  per  unit) 

B,      Use  Alternatives: 

Besides  parking,  a  number  of  uses  for  the  garage  site  are  per- 
mitted under  C-2  zoning,  including  retail  business,  ser- 
vices and  housing.    Any  of  these  uses  would  eliminate  or 
reduce  the  traffic  and  associated  air  quality  and  noise 
inpacts  from  the  site.    The  resulting  weekday  afternoon 
parking  deficit  would  exceed  500  spaces  if  parking 


Letter  of  April  29,  1977,  from  Wilbur  W.  Hamilton,  Executive 
Director,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  (see  Appendix  A) . 
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displaced  by  the  concert  hall  construction  is  not  replaced. 
Installation  of  cormercial  uses  at  the  ground  level  of  the 
garage  is  suggested  by  the  Master  Plan.    At  the  present 
time,  there  appears  to  be  no  demonstrated  demand  for 
ground- level  ccffrimercial  facilities  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  the  project  site.    In  addition,  the  cost  of 
such  ground  floor  ccnimercial  facilities  would  be  far 
greater  than  the  rental  revenue  produced  therefrom, 
resulting  in  a  negative  return  on  the  investment.! 

C.  Design  Alternatives: 

The  proposed  design  enploys  a  structural  system  and  an 
internal  circulation  pattern  vdiich  would  maximize  the 
usage  of  building  space.     (See  Figure  4C.) 

Placing  the  garage  underground  would  eliminate  some  visual 
impacts  and  make  the  ground  level  property  available  for 
other  uses.    However,  this  would  involve  greater  con- 
struction and  operation  costs  and  energy  use  due  largely 
to  excavation,  lighting  and  ventilation  requirements. 

The  garage  could  be  so  designed  that  the  building  could 
be  converted  to  other  use  should  parking  demand  decrease. 
The  cost  of  such  a  design  would  be  at  least  twice  that 
of  this  proposal,  resulting  in  a  financially  infeasible 
project.  1 

D.  Garage  Capacity: 

A  smaller  garage  would  proportionally  reduce  the  traffic 
and  associated  air  and  noise  iitpacts  in  the  project  area. 
If  the  garage  capacity  were  to  be  similar  to  that  pro- 
posed for  the  Ccaimerce  High  School  lot  (400  spaces) ,  the 
local  traffic  iirpact  would  be  similar  to  that  discussed 
in  the  PAC  EIR.2  with  a  400-space  garage,  local  parking 
demand  could  exceed  supply  by  more  than  200  spaces  during 
concurrent  matinee  performances  at  the  Opera  House  and  Con- 
cert Hall,  while  evening  supply  within  the  20-block  study 
area  would  be  considered  sufficient. 

E.  Garage  Use  Orientation: 

The  garage  might  provide  parking  only  for  transient  users, 
without  provision  for  monthly  parking  on  weekdays,  as 
suggested  by  the  Civic  Center  Plan. 


1  Tudor  Engineering  Ccxtipany. 

2  Op.  Cit.,  pp.  56-57  and  pp.  120-159. 

3  Op.  Cit.,  Objective  Three,  Policy  3.    Tudor  Engineering  Company 
letter  to  Mr.  Calvin  Malone,  Department  of  City  Planning, 
Febiruary  16,  1977.    Ihe  letter  includes  a  financial  analysis  by 
Blyth  Eastman  Dillon  &  Co.  which  calciiLated  a  bond  issue  of 
$3,140,000,  and  indicated  that  the  bonds  would  be  retired  within 
28  years. 
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Monthly  parking  demand  which  now  exists  in  the  area  would 
then  have  to  be  accoirmodated  elsewhere  in  the  near 
vicinity  or  diverted  to  other  forms  of  transportation 
access  to  the  area — car  pools,  public  transit,  bicycle, 
walk.    This  would  mitigate  the  tendency  of  the  garage 
project  to  facilitate  the  energy  intensive  use  of 
private  vehicles. 

Site  Alternatives: 

The  garage  was  originally  proposed  to  be  located  on  the 
westerly  portion  of  the  Commerce  High  School  lot.  How- 
ever, that  site  has  subsequently  been  designated  for  the 
construction  of  the  stage  house,  backstage  facilities  and 
additional  rehearsal  rooms ,  ancillary  to  the  Concert  Hall. 

Potential  alternative  garage  sites  examined  include  par- 
cels of  vacant  land  in  the  project  vicinity. 

These  are: 

1.  An  underground  site  at  the  westerly  portion  of 
the  former  Commerce  High  School  lot; 

2.  The  parking  lots  under  the  Central  Freeway  and 
to  the  immediate  west  of  the  California  State 
Bar; 

3.  Block  bounded  by  Turk,  Van  Ness,  Golden  Gate, 
and  Franklin  Streets; 

4.  Western  portion  of  the  block  bounded  by  Eddy, 
Van  Ness,  Turk  and  Franklin  Streets. 

An  underground  garage  at  the  Cotmerce  High  location  would 
require  3  to  4  times  the  estimated  construction  cost  of 
the  proposed  garage  project.    Alternative  Site  2  would 
require  building  partially  underground  and  the  removal  of 
some  160  existing  parking  spaces.    Garage  access  and  design 
would  be  inefficient,  and  construction  costs  higher.  Alter- 
native Sites  3  and  4  are  located  3  and  4  typical  city  blocks, 
respectively,  from  the  concert  hall  -  a  walking  distance  con- 
sidered by  the  project  sponsors  to  be  too  long  for  performing 
arts  patrons  to  walk. 

Alternative  Site  1  would  result  in  additional  impact  on 
energy,  geology,  and  soils  while  it  would  eliminate  the 
visual  impact.    Alternative  Sites  2,3  and  4  would  change 
the  location  of  inpacts  discussed  herein  to  the  respective 
sites . 
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G.      Transit  Use  Alternative 


Provision  of  special  increased  transit  services  might  reduce 
or  eliminate  the  need  for  a  parking  garage  for  performing  arts 
facilities  in  the  vicinity.     It  might  have  some  inpact  on  pa- 
tronage of  the  facilities,  however,  if  potential  patrons  not 
offered  parking  facilities  decline  to  use  profferred  special 
transit  services  to  attend  events. 

The  Municipal  Railway  might  be  able  to  offer  special  shuttle 
services  to  other  parking  garages,  such  as  the  Fifth  and  Mission 
Parking  Garage,  or  to  specific  neighborhoods  in  the  City,  such 
as  is  presently  offered  northward  along  a  combination  of  the 
47  Potrero  and  30  Stockton  line  routes.    The  equipment  for  such 
runs  would  generally  be  available  for  both  evening  and  matinee 
perf omances ,  but  this  service  could  only  be  provided  if  an  out- 
side-j^  funding  source  were  available  to  guarantee  operating  expen- 
ses.     As  the  garage  is  proposed  for  financing  by  revenue  bonds, 
no  funding  would  be  available  from  that  source  for  transit  costs. 

The  Fifth  and  Mission  Parking  Garage  is  not  considered  to 
have  the  capacity  to  accomodate  parking  demand,  in  conjunction 
with  a  shuttle  service  for  performing  arts  matinee  performances; 
it  reaches  almost  maximum  capacity  on  weekdays  until  early 
evening.    The  proposed  garage,  however,  is  not  ejected  to 
accomodate  many  matinee  parkers  either,  due  to  its  use  for  civic 
center  work-associated  parking.    The  Fifth  and  Mission  Garage 
would  have  the  capacity  to  accommodate  evening  performance 
parking  demand,  but  not  on  all  such  occassions,  as  there  is 
little  excess  capacity  during  the  winter  holiday  shopping  season 
until  downtown  stores  close  at  approximately  9:00  p.m. 

(Additionally,  the  effects  of  development  of  the  Yerba  Buena 
Center  area,  immediately  adjacent,  would  tend  to  reduce  any 
excess  capacity. )    Further  information  concerning  this  is 
included  in  ^pendix    C  of  this  report. 

Other  downtown  garages  would  tend  to  have  the  same  pattern 
of  use,  and  thus  would  not  be  available  for  park-and-shuttle 
use.    Special  services  to  specific  neighborhood  areas  would 
appear  to  be  the  most  feasible  approach,  and  could  be 
organized  and  subsidized  by  the  operators  of  the  Performing 
Arts  Center  facilities  in  order  to  reduce  automobile  usage 
for  those  attending  performances.    Transit  preferential  streets 
measures  might  be  required  on  adjoining  streets. 


Meeting  with  Thomas  Matoff,  Acting  Director  of  Trans- 
portation,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway,  April 
15,  1977. 
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VIII.  THE  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  LOCAL  SHORT-TERM  USES  OF  MAN'S 
ENVIRCWMENT  AND  THE  MAINTENANCE  AND  ENHANCEMENT  OF  LONG- 
TERM  PRODUCTIVITY 

A.  Long-Term  Effects 

The  proposed  structure  would  probably  remain  in  existence 
for  50  or  more  years,  depending  on  the  role  of  the  auto- 
mobile in  future  urban  transportation.    Within  the  life- 
span of  the  garage,  no  alternative  development  options 
on  the  site  would  likely  be  exercised.    Once  put  into 
operation,  the  garage  would  consume  a  small  amount  of 
natural  resources  and  services. 

The  project  would  continue  to  adversely  affect  air  quality 
and  ambient  noise  levels.    Whether  or  not  this  effect 
would  be  cumulative  and  would  operate  adversely  over  the 
long  term  would  depend  upon  the  efforts  made  by  the  industry 
and  government  in  reducing  the  effects  of  the  automobile. 

B.  Reason  for  Undertaking  Action  Now 

By  undertaking  the  project  now,  off-street  parking  spaces 
would  be  provided  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  Opera 
House  and  the  proposed  Performing  Arts  Center  conplex 
to  facilitate  maximum  attendance  at  programs  scheduled 
at  these  and  other  Civic  Center  facilities,  as  well  as  to 
replace  existing  interim  parking  on  the  Coiraierce  High 
School  site. 

IX.  ANY  IRREVERSIBLE  ENVIRONMENTAL  CHANGES  WHICH  WOULD  BE  IN- 
VOLVED IN  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  SHOULD  IT  BE  IMPLEMENTED 

The  proposed  project  would  require  the  removal  of  landscaping 
plants  located  in  the  State  of  California  parking  lot.  The 
commitment  of  resources  in  the  form  of  construction  materials 
and  energy  is  an  irreversible  commitment  of  natural  resources. 
The  function  of  the  garage,  as  a  parking  facility  for  auto- 
mobiles, also  reflects  an  indirect  commitment  of  petroleum, 
minerals  ai  /''  l^nd  sources  upon  which  autcmobiles  would  continue 
to  depend. 

X.  THE  GROWTH- INDUCING  IMPACT  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

The  proposed  parking  structure  would  provide  a  part  of  the 
urban  transportation  system  used  by  motorists.    By  provision 
of  parking  spaces,  a  portion  of  the  total  private  transportation 
journeys  by  autonKobile  would  be  facilitated.    In  contrast  to 
surface  parking,  the  proposed  garage  represents  a  more 
efficient  use  of  land  in  the  urban  area.    The  project  would 
not  require  the  provision  of  new  utilities  and  services  and 
its  development  would  not  stimulate  an  increase  in  residential 
population  in  the  immediate  area. 
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XI. 


EIR  AUTHORS  AND  CONSULTANTS;  ORGANIZATIONS  AND  PERSONS 
CONSULTED 


A. 


Aut±ior 


S.  F.  Department  of  City  Planning 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 


415/558-3056 


Environmental  Review  Officer:    Selina  Bendix,  Ph.D. 
EIR  Coordinator:    Alec  S.  Bash 
Transportation  Specialist:     Ed  Green 

B.  General  Consultant  for  Draft  EIR 

Tudor  Engineering  Ccmpany 
149  New  MongoneiT/  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94105  415/982-8338 
Contact  -  James  W.  Meyer  (T-67) 

C.  Other  Consultants  for  EIR 
1.  Architectural 


2.  Energy 

Donald  Bentley  &  Associates 
149  New  Montgonery  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94105  415/495-7400 
Contact:    Edward  M.  Walker  (E-5747) 

3.  Geology 

Woodward-Clyde  Consultants 
2730  Adeline  Street 

Oakland,  California    94607  415/444-1256 

Contact:    Carl  Basore  (C-12239) 

D.      Organizations  and  Persons  Consulted 

S.F.  Department  of  Public  VJbrks 
Traffic  Engineering  Division 
450  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102  415/558-3371 
Contact:    Scott  Shoaf  (C-17656) 


Pietro  Belluschi,  FAIA 
700  N.W.  Rapidan  Terrace 
Portland,  Oregon  97210 


503/225-0131 
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D.      Organizations  and  Persons  Consulted  -  (Continued) 

S.F.  Department  of  Building  Inspection 
450  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102  415/558-5281 
Contact:    Alex  Corenevsky 

The  Parking  Authority 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

450  McAllister  Street 

Room  603 

San  Francisco,  California  94102  415/558-3651 
Contact:    Mrs.  Margaret  Brady 


S.F.  Redevelopment  Agency 
939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94109  415/771-8800 
Contact:    Quintin  McMahon 


S.F.  Redevelopment  Agency 
1519  O'Farrell  Street 

San  Francisco,  California    94117  415/771-8800 

Contact:    Gene  Suttle,  John  Burr 

Western  Addition  A- 2  Office 
1519  O'Farrell 

San  Francisco,  CA     94115  415/922-9100 


Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District 
939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94105  415/771-6000 
Contact:    Mike  Kim 


S.F.  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI) 
Planning  Department 
949  Presidio  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California  94115  415/558-5284 
Contact:    Peter  Straus,  Thomas  Matoff 
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XII.  DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


A.      State  Agencies 


State  Office  of  Intergovern- 
mental Management  (15  copies) 
State  Clearinghouse 
1400  Tenth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

Air  Resources  Board 
1709  Eleventh  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

Department  of  Transportation 

(CALTRANS) 

Attention:    Thcinas  Laimiers 
District  Engineer 
District  4,  150  Oak  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


State  Attorney  General's  Office 
Attention:    Louise  Renne 
6000  State  Building 
350  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Metropolitan  Transportation 
CoTimission 

Attention:    Geraldine  Steere 
Hotel  Claremont 
Berkely,  CA  94705 

Bay  Area  Air  Pollution 
Control  District 
Attention:    Ralph  Meade 
939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 


B.  Regional  Agencies 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Govern- 
ments. 

Metropolitan  Clearinghouse 
Environmental  and  Project 
Review  Section 
Hotel  Claremont 
Bereley,  CA  94705 

C.  Local  Agencies 

Art  Conmission 

Attention:    Martin  Snipper 

165  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Public  Utilities  Cotrnission 

James  J.  Finn,  Director  of 

Transportation 

949  Presidio  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Human  Rights  Conmission 
1095  Market  Street,  Rocm  501 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Mr.  Roger  Boas 

Chief  Administrative  Officer 

289  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Office  of  the  Mayor 
Attention:    Rudy  Nothenberg 
205  City  Hall 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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Department  of  Public  Works 

S.M.  Tatar ian.  Director  of 

Public  Works 

260  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Real  Estate  Department 
Wallace  Wortman,  Director  of 
Property 

450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

San  Francisco  Fire  Department 
Attention:    Chief  Robert  E.  Rose 
260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

San  Francisco  Police  Depart- 
ment 

Attention:    Sgt.  Victor  Wode 

Planning  and  Research 

850  Bryant  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


c. 


Local  Agencies  (Continued) 


Landirarks  Preservation  Advisory 
Board 

Attention:    Ms.  G.  Bland  Piatt 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Parking  Authority 
Margaret  Brady,  Director 
450  McAllister,  Roan  603 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

John  C.  Farrell,  Controller 

Roan  109,  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Neighborhood  Arts  Program 

165  Grove  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency 

Wilbur  Hamilton, 
Executive  Director 
939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 


Mr.  Donald  Michalske 
Executive  Secretary  and 
Assistant  Managing  Director 
War  Memorial  Trustees 
Veterans  Building 
Roan  110 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Groups  and  Individuals 

Sponsors  of  San  Francisco  Per- 
forming Arts  Center,  Inc. 
Samuel  B.  Stewart,  President 
Bank  of  America  Center 
555  California  Street,  Suite  2170 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

9  -  1st  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Sierra  Club 

San  Francisco  Bay  Chapter 
5608  College  Avenue 
Oakland,  CA  94618 

Friends  of  the  Earth 
Attention:    Ms.  Connie  Parrish 
529  Commercial  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

San  Francisco  Ecology  Center 

13  Columbus  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 


Downtown  Association 
Lloyd  Pflueger,  Manager 
582  Market  St.  Roan  1001 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Community  Coalition  for 
the  Arts 

953  DeHaro  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Foundation  for  San  Francisco's 
Architectural  Heritage 
2007  Franklin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Chamber  of  Conmerce 
400  Montgonery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Junior  Chamber  of  Commerce 
24  California  Stree,  Roan  600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
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Groups  and  Individuals  (Continued) 


San  Francisco  Beautiful 

120  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

San  Francisco  Planning  and 

Urban  Renewal  Association 

John  H.  Jacobs,  Executive 

Director 

126  Post  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 


American  Institute  of  Architects 

254  Sutter  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

California  Heritage  Council 

680  Beach  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

The  Victorian  Alliance 

Anne  R.  Wright,  Corresponding 

Secretary 

4143  -  23rd  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 

The   Pride  Foundation 
Paul  D.  Hardman,  Chairman 
Box  1983 

San  Francisco,  CA  94101 

William  Brinton 
One  Maritiine  Plaza 
Alcoa  Building,  Suite  1400 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Northern  California  Ccntrdttee 
for  Environmental  Infoirmation 
Attention:    Donald  Dahlsten 
P.O.  Box  761 
Berkeley,  CA  94701 

Anna  Darden,  President 
Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood 
Council;  Secretary,  SF 
Tomorrow 

166  Downey  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 


Women's  Chamber  of  Conmerce 
681  Market  Street,  Room  922 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

League  of  Women  Voters 
12  Geary  Street,  Rocm  605 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

San  Francisco  Study  Center 
1095  Market  Street,  Room  204 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Stewart  Bloom 

1695  North  Point  Street,  #301 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Richard  Gryziec 

741  North  Point  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

State  Bar  of  California 
Attn:    Ron  Stovitz 
601  lyfcAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


League  of  Wbmen  Voters 
Attn:    Janet  Penley 
2037  Scott  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Hayes  Valley  Coirmunity  Associ 

Attn:    Herb  Ziesch 

P.O.  Box  815 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

San  Francisco  Gay  Democratic 

Attn:    Han  K.  Wilson 

378  Waller  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 


Harvey  Milk 

c/o  Castro  Camera 

575  Castro  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 
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D.       Groups  and  Individuals  (Continued) 


Markalin  Joplin 
55  Sutter  Street 
San  FranciscxD,  CA  94104 

Sue  C.  Hestor,  Chairperson 

of  Zoning  &  Housing  Committee 
San    Francisco  Toirorrow 
4536  20th  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94114 


Nancy  C.  Lenvin,  Nbnaging 

Attorney 
SF  Neighborhood  Legal  Assistance 

Foundation 
Central  City  Office 
532  Natoma  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


E.  Media 


San  Francisco  Chronicle 

Attn:    Dale    Chairpion,  Larry 

Liebert  (2  copies) 

925  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

San  Francisco  Examiner 

Attn:    Don  Cantor 

110  -  5th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

San  Francisco  Progress 

Attn:    Dan  Borsuk 

851  Howard  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

KRON  TV 

1001  Van  Ness  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

KFRC  AM-FM 

415  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 


San  Francisco  Bay  Guardian 

Attn:  Bob  Lever ig 

2700  -  19th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 


KPIX  TV 

2655  Van  Ness  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

KPOO 

P.O.  Box  11008 
San  Francisco,  CA 

KPFA-FM  Radio  Station 
Environmental  News  Center 
2207  Shattuck  Avenue 
Berkeley,  CA 

KQO  Radio 

277  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


F.  Libraries 


San  Francisco  Public  Library 
(2  copies) 

Attn:    Documents  Department 

Civic  Center 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Attn:    Jean  Circiello,  Librarian 
100  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Government  Documents  Section 
Stanford  University 
Stanford,  CA  93063 


Social  Science,  Business,  and 
Ethnic  Studies  Library 
Attn:    Ms.  Mimi  Sayer 
San  Francisco  State  Univ. 
1600  Holloway  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94132 

Hastings  College  of  the 
Law- Library 
198  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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XIII        SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


A .     List  of  Persons y  Organizations  and  Public  Agencies 
Commenting  on  the  Draft  EIR 

1.     Public  Hearing  of  April  1 ,   1977    (A  transcript  of  the 
proceedings  is  on  file  and  available  for  review  at 
the  Department  of  City  Planning) 
Harvey  Milk 
c/o  Castro  Camera 
575  Castro  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94114 


Markalin  Joplin 

55  Sutter  Street 

San  Francisco,   CA  94104 


Paul  D.   Hardman,  Chairman 
The  Pride  Foundation 
Box  1983 

San  Francisco,  CA 


Stewart  H.  Bloom 

1695  North  Point  Street,   #  301 

San  Francisco,   CA  94123 


Anna  Darden,  President 
Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council 
Secretary,   San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
166  Downey  Street 
San  Francisco,   CA  94117 

(Testimony  and  Written  Statement  for  Both  Organizations) 


Hank  Wilson 

San  Francisco  Gay  Democratic  Club 

378  Waller  Street 

San  Francisco,   CA  94117 

Mrs.  G.   Bland  Piatt,  President 
Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco,   CA  94102 


2 .  Correspondence 

T.   R.   Lammers ,   District  Director 

Department  of  Transportation 

State  of  California 

P.O.   Box  3366  Rincon  Annex 

San  Francisco,  CA  94119 

(Letter  of  April  7,  1977) 
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2.     Correspondence  (continued) 


Milton  Feldstein 
Deputy  Air  Pollution  Officer 
Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District 
939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,   CA  94109 
(Letter  of  April  11,  1977) 

Thomas  Matoff 

Acting  Director  of  Transportation 
San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 
949  Presidio  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 
(Letter  of  April  14,  1977) 

S.M.  Tatarian 

Director  of  Public  Works 

Department  of  Public  Works 

260  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

(Letter  of  April  20,  1977) 

3.     Public  Hearing  of  April  28,   1977    (A  transcript  of  the 
proceedings  is  on  file  and  available  for  review  at  the 
Department  of  City  Planning) 

Commissioner  Susan  Bierman 
City  Planning  Commission 

Mrs.  Bland  Piatt,  President 
Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA 

Paul  D.  Hardman,  Chairman 
The  Pride  Foundation 
Box  1983 

San  Francisco,  CA 

(Testimony  and  Written  Statement) 

Commissioner  Charles  Starbuck 
City  Planning  Commission 

Janet  Penley 

League  of  Women  Voters 

2037  Scott  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

(Testimony  and  Written  Statement) 
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Sue  C.  Hestor,  Chairperson  of 

Zoning  and  Housing  Committee 
San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
4536  20th  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94114 

Anna  Darden 

President,  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council 

Secretary,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

166  Downey  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Commissioner  Gordon  Lau,  President 
City  Planning  Commission 

Commissioner  Ina  Dearman 
City  Planning  Commission 
(Written  Notes) 

Mrs.  Bland  Piatt,  President 
Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

(Written  supplement  to  hearing  comments,  received 
by  Office  of  Environmental  Review  on  May  27,  1977) 

4.     Written  Statement  Submitted  at  April  7,   1977  Public 

Hearing 

Nancy  C.  Lenvin,  Managing  Attorney 

San  Francisco  Neighborhood  Legal  Assistance 

Foundation 
Central  City  Office 
532  Natoma  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
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Comments  and  Responses 


Harvey  Milk 
Comment  1 : 

"...I  would  like  to  speak  against  the  use  of  this  as  a 
Parking  Garage.  I  think  the  question  is  whether  long- 
range  planning  ought  to  be  the  automobile  versus  people. 

"I  would  like  to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  of  this  City  has  a  stated  policy 
for  transportation  first,  public  transportation. 

"The  creation  of  a  parking  garage  in  this  area  would  be 
counter  —  even  though  they  voted  the  other  way,  whatever 
their  reasons  may  be  --  the  long-range  program  of  this 
Board  of  Supervisors    (which)    is  one  of  transporation  first. 

" (As  to)   The  Parking  Authority  and  the  Performing  Arts  Cen- 
ter,  I  would  question  whether  they  have  ever  got  in  touch 
with  Muni,   to  find  out  what  proposal  Muni  would  have  if  the 
Performing  Arts  Center  is  built. 

"Are  there  alternatives?     Can  we  use  —  and  I  have  checked 
out  several  times  the  parking  facility  on  Mission  between 
4th  and  5th,   and  I  found  it  not  full  —  can  the  City  supply 
shuttle  buses  back  and  forth,   so  we  don't  have  to  build 
another  garage?     And  we  could  save  transporation  costs. 

"The  President  of  the  United  States  says  that  there  is  an 
energy  crisis;   that  it  is  real.     We  do  know  what  pollution 
is;  we  do  know  what  the  price  of  gasoline  is.     Has  anybody 
looked  to  the  future  to  find  out  that  within  5,   10,   20  years 
there  may  not  be  the  automobile  as  we  see  it  today.  There 
may  be  great  restrictions  upon  it.     And  will  we  be  stuck 
with  a  white  elephant,  such  as  we  have  had  too  many  of  in 
this  City. 

"And  so,  what  I  am  saying  is  that,  all  too  often,  we  over- 
look the  policy  of  the  City;   all  too  often  we  don't  look  to 
the  future. 

"I  think  that  any  Master  Plan,  in  the  long-range  future,  wil 
say  that  the  automobile  is  doomed  in  the  downtown  areas,  and 
that  we  must  start  gearing  for  mass  transportation. 

"And  I  urge  the  Planning  Commission  to  look  that  way,  to 
call  on  Muni,   to  find  out  if  Muni  can,  with  the  facilities 
that  we  already  have,   and  with  better  scheduling,  bring  in 
the  people  to  these  events. 

"To  build  another  garage  —  and  I  am  not  going  to  get  into 
the  economy  of  it,  because  we  have  always  heard  that  this 
will  pay  for  itself,  and  this  doesn't  work  out  in  most  cases 
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Comments  and  Responses  (continued) 


Harvey  Milk 

Comment  1  (continued): 

"But  I  think  that  Muni  should  be  brought  in,  and  find  out 
if  five  years,   ten  years,   if  they  have  plans,  what  they  can 
come  up  with  to  give  the  alternative. 

"The  fact  is  that  the  automobile  is  doomed;   the  fact  is  that 
we  have  an  energy  crisis,   and  this  goes  against  any  admini- 
strative policy  from  the  President  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

I  ask  you  to  reject  this.  I  ask  you  to  call  in  Muni  to  see  if 
there  is  an  alternative." 


Response  1 : 

With  respect  to  policies  of  the  City,   the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report    (DEIR)   on  pp.    21-22  discusses  the  Transportation 
Element  and  Civic  Center  portion  of  the  Master  Plan.     The  fol- 
lowing text,   however,   has  been  added  at  the  end  of  the  first 
paragraph  on  p.    22,  with  a  footnote  reference  to  Objective  1 
of  the  Mass  Transit  Plan: 

"The  Transportation  Element  Mass  Transit  Plan, 
however,   does  call  for  giving  first  priority  to 
improving  transit  service  throughout  the  City, 
to  provide  a  convenient  and  efficient  system  as 
a  feasible  alternative  to  automobile  use." 

With  respect  to  Municipal  Railway  transit  alternatives  and 
plans  for  the  future,   a  new  alternative  has  been  added  as 
page  44a,   entitled  "Transit  Use  Alternative",   and  is  inclu- 
ded below.     The  Muni  Planning,  Operation  and  Management 
(POM)    Study,   representing  future  planning,  does  not  contem- 
plate significant  changes  in  routes  affecting  this  area,  as 
per  discussions  with  that  agency  on  April  15,  1977. 
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"Transit  Use  Alternative" 


"Provision  of  special  increased  transit  services  might  reduce 
or  eliminate  the  need  for  a  parking  garage  for  performing  arts 
facilities  in  the  vicinity.     It  might  have  some  impact  on  pa- 
tronage of  the  facilities,  however,   if  potential  patrons  not 
offered  parking  facilities  decline  to  use  proferred  special 
transit  services  to  attend  events. 

"The  Municipal  Railway  might  be  able  to  offer  special  shuttle 
services  to  other  parking  garages,   such  as  the  Fifth  and  Mission 
Parking  Garage,  or  to  specific  neighborhoods  in  the  City,  such 
as  is  presently  offered  northward  along  a  combination  of  the 
47  Potrero  and  30  Stockton  line  routes.     The  equipment  for  such 
runs  would  generally  be  available  for  both  evening  and  matinee 
performances,   but  this  service  could  only  be  provided  if  an  out- 
side funding  source  were  available  to  guarantee  operating  expen- 
ses.      As  the  garage  is  proposed  for  financing  by  revenue  bonds, 
no  funding  would  be  available  from  that  source  for  transit  costs. 

"The  Fifth  and  Mission  Parking  Garage  is  not  considered  as  having 
the  capacity  to  accomodate  parking  demand,   in  conjunction  with  a 
shuttle  service,   for  performing  arts  matinee  or  most  evening  per- 
formances;  it  reaches  almost  maximum  capacity  on  weekdays  and  Sa- 
turdays until  almost  8:00  p.m.^     Other  downtown  garages  would  tend 
to  have  the  same  pattern  of  use,  and  thus  would  not  be  available 
for  park-and-shuttle  use.     Special  services  to  specific  neighbor- 
hood areas  would  appear  to  be  the  most  feasible  approach,  and 
could  be  organized  and  subsidized  by  the  operators  of  the  Perform- 
ing Arts  Center  facilities  in  order  to  reduce  automobile  usage 
for  those  attending  performances.     Transit  preferential  streets 
measures  might  be  required  on  adjoining  streets." 


Meeting  with  Thomas  Matoff,  Acting  Director  of  Transportation, 
San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway,  April  15,  1977. 

Letter  of  April  18,   1977,   from  Margaret  L.   Brady,  Director,  San 
Francisco  Parking  Authority,   to  Alec  Bash,  Department  of  City 
Planning. 
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B.     Comments  and  Responses  (continued) 


Markalin  Joplin 
Comment  2 : 

"I  come  from  the  Urban  and  Consumer  Affairs  Meeting  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors,  where  a  motion  of  Supervisor  John  Mo- 
linari,   stating  that  it  is  the  policy  of  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors that  the  Parking  Authority  --  or  basically  what  it  did 
was  to  prohibit  the  destruction  of  any  building  on  Grove 
Street  between  Gough  and  Franklin  Street  until,   not  only  it 
was  determined  that  a  Performing  Arts  Center  would   indeed  be 
built,   but  until  the  contracts  for  the  construction  of  the 
Performing  Arts  Center  were  signed. 

"This  was  given  a  do  pass  recommendation  by  the  members  of  the 
Urban  and  Consumer  Affairs  Committee,   and  this  action  was  done 
with  the  approval  of  the  San  Francisco  Parking  Authority-  It 
should  go  before  the  full  Board  next  Monday." 


Response  2: 

The  Board  of  Supervisors,   on  March  14,   1977,   adopted  Resolu- 
tion No.    190-77,  declaring  that  construction  of  the  parking 
garage  is  contingent  upon  execution  of  a  construction  agree- 
ment    for  the  Concert  Hall  between  the  Sponsors  of  San  Fran- 
cisco Performing  Arts  Center,   Inc.,   and  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco.     Subsequent  to  that  time  the  Board  has  con- 
sidered,  but  not  acted  upon,   a  Resolution  that  would  request 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  not  to  demolish  any  buildings  on  the 
garage  site  until  execution  of  such  a  construction  agreement. 
The  Redevelopment  Agency  has  advised  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
that  demolition  of  structures  would  not  occur  until  execution 
of  such  a  construction  agreement.-'-     A  new  Table  2  has  been 
added  as  page  11a  of  the  DEIR,  which  would  clarify  the  imple- 
mentation program  for  the  garage  in  conjunction  with  the  new 
performing  arts  facilities. 


1     Letter  of  April  6,    1977,   from  Wilbur  W.   Hamilton,  Executive 
Director,   San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,   to  Honorable 
Dorothy  von  Beroldingen,  Chairman,   Urban  and  Consumer  Affairs 
Committee,   Board  of  Supervisors.     On  file  and  available  for 
review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 


58 


B.     Comments  and  Responses  (continued) 

Paul  D.   Hardman,  Chairman,   The  Pride  Foundation 
Comment  3 : 

"I  am  the  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  The  Pride  Foundation  and 
an  occupant  of  one  of  the  buildings  on  the  Garage  site;  and 
we  are  listed  in  your  handy  guide  to  destruction. 

"We  did  our  own  study  on  this  project,  because  we  obviously 
have  a  vested  interest.     We  are  on  the  site,   and  we  are  in 
the  building;   and  although  the  building  was  received  by  us 
from  the  generosity  of  the  City,   and  we  do  appreciate  the 
fact  that  the  City  lets  us  use  it  as  a  community  center,  we 
feel  compelled  to  speak  out  against  its  destruction  for  two 
reasons . 

"We  don't  want  to  move.     The  building  is  perfectly  good,  per- 
fectly sound.     It  is  not  condemnable,  nor  has  it  ever  been 
condemned  as  a  matter  of  record. 

"The  building  was  acquired  apparently  under  a  Section  307  un- 
der the  HUD.     The  whole  garage  was  apparently  acquired  in  the 
same  way.     And  it's  an  interesting  concept  that  the  City  got 
$330,000  some     years  ago  to  buy  out  the  previous  owners. 

"Under  that  particular  Section,   as  it  was  explained  to  me  by 
HUD,   the  properties  are  declared  economically  unfeasible. 
This  may  or  may  not  be  true,   since  the  properties  were  not 
condemnable. 

"Now,   the  alternative,  we  have  the  largest  building  in  the 
block.     It's  a  fantastic  building.     We  like  it.     It's  solid. 
We  have  had  it  studied.     We  know  it's  sound." 


Response  3: 

The  Appraisal  Report  prepared  for  the  San  Francisco  Redevelop- 
ment Agency  prior  to  acquisition  of  330  Grove  Street  in  Decem- 
ber,  1967,  described  the  condition  of  the  building  interior 
and  exterior  as  "fair-poor",  and  stated  that  the  building  was 
in  poor  condition,  with  high  depreciation  and  obsolescence.  A 
memorandum  of  December  18,   1975,   from  Henry  J.   Bleckner,  Pro- 
perty Management,   to  Gene  Suttle,  Director  of  the  Western  Addi- 
tion Redevelopment  Area  A-2,  described  the  building  as  being 
in  very  poor  shape  and  condition,  and  stated  that  it  was  a 
hazardous  eyesore  that  should  be  removed  as  expeditiously  as 
possible.     With  respect  to  the  Section  307  under  HUD,   that  is 
applicable  only  when  a  building  is  originally  scheduled  for 
retention,   and  then  is  determined  to  be  economically  unfeasible 
to  rehabilitate.     In  this  case,  as  the  building  was  originally 
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B.     Comments  and  Responses  (continued) 


Response  3  (continued) 

scheduled  for  acquisition  and  clearance,  the  Section  does 
not  apply . 1 

In  response  to  this  comment,   the  text  on  p.    12  of  the  DEIR 
has  had  the  following  statement  added  as  sentence  5:  "The 
building  has  been  described  as  being  in  good  condition  by 
its  occupant,   and  in  poor  condition  by  Redevelopment  Agency 
documents . " 

Comment  4 : 

"As  a  matter  of  looking  at  good  faith  on  the  part  of  City 
Agencies,   and  not  that  we  want  to  put  down  our  benefactor, 
the  Redevelopment  Agency,   who  gave  us  the  building...,  over 
this  last  weekend  and  last  week,   working  Friday,  Saturday 
and  Sunday  --  an  unusual  thing  for  the  City  --  they  pro- 
ceeded to  gut  the  buildings  adjacent  to  our  building  at 
330  Grove. 

"They  started  last  Friday.     I  called  the  Police,   because  the 
people  had  no  permit.     This  required  quick  action  by  the  Re- 
development Agency.      It  was  still  open;    it  was  late  Friday 
afternoon;   they  were  going  to  work  late. 

"John  Burr  came  down  and  provided  them  with  a  permit  to  de- 
molish the   interior,   the  theory  being     --  as  explained  by 
one  of  the  people  from  Mayor  Moscone's  office  --  that  they 
were  cleaning  the  buildings  to  reduce  their  attractiveness 
as  a  nuisance  and  to  the  people  who  break  in. 

"For  Friday,   that  seemed  to  hold,   because  there  wasn't  much 
work  going  on  yet. 

"Monday  morning,   very  bright  and  early,   the  demolition  crew 
started  to  tear  out  stoves,   refrigerators,   sinks,  toilets, 
the  bathrooms,   anything  that  could  be  moved  rapidly.  Those 
trucks  worked  constantly  the  entire  weekend  from  morning  to 
night,   and  it  proceeded  until  the  following  week. 

"As  of  today,   it  might  be  interesting  for  your  people  to 
record,   that  PG  &  E  just  finished  closing  up  the  holes  in 
the  roadway,   because,   for  the  last  two  days,   they  have 
pulled  all  the  utilities  out  under  Grove  Street;  they 
blocked  Grove  Street,   the  sidewalk,  and  dug  up  the  utili- 
ties,  so  that  the  buildings  are  destroyed  of  possible  util- 
ization. 


1    Conversation  with  Gene  Suttle,  Area  Director,  Western  Addition 
A-2,   San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  April  15,  1977. 
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B.     Comments  and  Responses  (continued) 


Paul  D.  Hardman 


Comment  4    (continued) : 


"This  is  an  interesting  phenemonon,   since  we  are  still  here 
actually  discussing  the  fate  of  these  buildings,   and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  had  before  it  legislation  known  to  the 
Agencies  involved    (as  per  Comment  2) . 


"This  has  a  direct  bearing   (on  the  DEIR)   because  the  environ- 
ment of  this  building  would  be  directly  changed  if  the  build- 
ing stands  there,  derelict  now,  without  the  possibility  of 
use.     Since  this  resolution,  which  you  just  passed,   and  what 
you  are  considering  will  have  a  hiatus,   a  time  gap  between  the 
time  the  Garage  is  being  built  and  the  time  the  buildings  are 
being  destroyed,  what  you  have  now  is  an  attractive  nuisance, 
empty  structures,   devoid  of  use,   that  may  not  be  able  to  be 
(rehabilitated) . " 


Response  4: 

As  noted  on  p.    12  of  the  DEIR,   the  existing  apartments  on  the 
site  are  vacant  and  had  in  the  past  been  scheduled  for  clear- 
ance by  the  Redevelopment  Agency.     On  December  3,   1976,  the 
Agency  had  mailed  memoranda  to  various  utilities  as  to  the 
eminent  demolition  of  the  apartment  buildings,  and  had  requested 
that  PG  &  E  discontinue  service  and  remove  its  meters.  Evident- 
ly PG  &  E  was  acting  on  that  request  of  four  months  ago  imme- 
diately prior  to  the  April  7,   1977  hearing,  when  it  removed  its 
utility  connections. 

The  apartment  buildings  had  all  movable  furnishings  removed, 
commencing  the  weekend  of  April  2,   1977,   in  order  to  eliminate 
any  incentive  for  illegal  occupancy  or  activities  on  the  site. 
Furnishings  of  good  quality  had  been  removed  to  an  Agency  ware- 
house at  an  earlier  time,   and  on  the  weekend  in  question  it 
was  determined  that  other  furnishings  had  been  surreptitiously 
disconnected  and  made  ready  for  illegal  removal.     The  buildings 
had  been  under  particular  scrutiny  since  March  18,   1977,  at 
which  time  a  fire  was  discovered  in  350  Grove  Street,  which  re- 
sulted in  hospitalization  for  two  illegal  occupants.  Since 
that  date,   evidence  of  other  illegal  occupants  was  noted  in 
35  0  Grove  Street   (see  memoranda  on  file  at  the  Department  of 
City  Planning) .     To  avoid  further  incentives  for  illegal  occu- 
pancy and  activities,   laborers  hired  for  that  purpose  had 
been  requested  to  clear  the  premises.^ 


1    Conversation  with  John  Burr,  Western  Addition  A-2,   San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency,  April  15,   1977  and  June  1,  1977 
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Comments  and  Responses  (continued) 


Paul  D.  Hardman 
Comment  5 : 

"We  think  the  environment,   as  it  is  now,   is  a  good  one.  It 
is  a  residential  area;   it  seems  to  be  naturally  integrated; 
there  are  both  white  and  black  families  living  in  the  neigh- 
borhood;   it  can  be  classified  as  a  low  rental  area;    the  peo- 
ple in  the  neighborhood  seem  to  be  content. 

"I  haven't  noticed  from  the  Police  Reports  in  that  particu- 
lar project  --  we  have  been  checking  it,   we  have  an  interest  -- 
there  is  no  greater  crime  in  that  one  block.      It's  only  a 
block  from  the  City  Hall. 

"There  is  constant  propaganda  that  it's  a  bad  neighborhood; 
that  you  should  tear  it  down  and  build  a  new  one.     The  block 
is  residential,  people  live  there,   and  they  live  there  now. 
You  build  a  garage  like  this,   and  you  have  got  the  backside 
of  your  garage  facing  a  number  of  units  on  the  other  street, 
which  no  one  seems  to  have  considered.     You  have  got  a  hotel 
and  several  parking  lots  within  14  or  16  --  whatever  the  size 
of  an  alleyway  is  --  behind  the  building." 

Response  5: 

The  1970  Census  Block  Statistics  indicated  a  total  of  621 
people  and  319  dwelling  units  within  the  three  blocks  bounded 
by  Ash    (1/2  block  north  of  Fulton  Street) ,   Franklin,    Ivy  (1/2 
block  south  of  Grove  Street)    and  Gough  Streets,   for  an  average 
of  approximately  two  persons  per  dwelling  unit.     The  south  side 
of  Grove  Street  includes  four  apartments  buildings  with  a  total 
of  approximately  40  units,   and  the  south  side  of  Fulton  Street 
includes  three  apartment  buildings,  with  a  total  of  approxi- 
mately 100  units,  and  a  60-room  hotel  approximately  half  full. 
Assuming  two  persons  per  unit,   and  one  person  per  occupied 
hotel  room,   there  would  be  approximately  300  residents  either 
across  the  street  on  Grove  Street  or  immediately  behind  the 
Garage  on  Fulton  Street.     Figure  5,   Existing  Land  Use,  on  p.  13 
of  the  DEIR,   has  been  modified  to  indicate  number  of  units  in 
each  residential  building,   and  the  following  text  has  been 
added  at  the  end  of  paragraph  two  on  p.  20: 

"Approximately  300  people  occupy  some  140  dwelling 
units  and  60  hotel  rooms  immediately  to  the  north 
and  south  of  the  garage  site." 


Comment  6 : 

"...You  list  the  pollutants     that  might  raise  one  or  two  per- 
centage points,   or  whatever  the  scale  is;   but  those  pollutants 
are  going  into  the  windows  of  the  apartment  houses  you  are  not 
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B .     Comments  and  Responses  (continued) 


Paul  D.  Hardman 
Comment  6  (continued) 

tearing  down.     Those  are  the  environments  of  people  who  live 
there  now,  probably  citizens  who  don't  even  know  about  this 
meeting. 

Response  6: 

A  new  Figure  5b  has  been  added  to  the  DEIR  as  p.    13a,  which 
indicates  height  of  the  Garage  and  its  ventilation  shafts,  and 
heights  of  adjacent  buildings.     The  Garage  is  open  on  three 
sides,  and  closed  on  the  side  nearest  Fulton  Street  apartments, 
in  order  to  reduce  ventilation  requirements  while  avoiding 
direct  air  flow  from  the  Garage  to  nearby  residential  windows. 
The  ventilation  shafts  would  be  louvered  to  vent  the  exhaust 
air  and  associated  blower  noise  southward,  away  from  adjacent 
buildings.     Due  to  the  three  open  sides  of  the  Garage  and  the 
continuous  pollutant  monitoring,  the  exhaust  air  is  not  ex- 
pected by  Tudor  Engineering  Company  to  have  high  pollutant 
levels.     The  text  on  p.   28  of  the  DEIR  has  had  a  final  sentence 
added  to  paragraph  2,  as  follows: 

"The  ventilation  shafts  would  be  louvered  to  vent  the 
exhaust  air  away  from  adjacent  residential  buildings 
to  the  north. " 

Notice  of  the  public  meeting  was  given  as  provided  by  law, 
which  included  posting  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  and 
publication  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  in  the  City. 

Comment  7 : 

"The  other  environmental  impact  is  in  the  study  (Preliminary 
Feasibility  Study  of  a  Proposed  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts 
Center,   Stanford  Research  Institute,  May  1976)   prepared  by 
the  very  perpetrators  of  the  Garage.     They  claim  that  you  are 
going  to  find  their  taxes  raised  by  what  they  quote  as  $55,000.. 

"At  the  end  of  the  figures  they  give  for  the  Garage ,  they  them- 
selves show  a  deficit,  even  with  their  most  generous  offsets 
to  themselves,  of  $61,400.     And  I  say  that's  probably  not  a  bit 
realistic . 

"The  original  estimate  in  this  Tudor  Engineering   (study)  says 
that  it  will  cost  $4.3  million.     Testimony  given  by  Diane 
Feinstein  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors  when  they  were  discuss 
sing  it,   she  has  figures  to  show  —  and  it  was  admitted  —  that 
it  was  going  to  cost  another  $9  million  for  that  particular 
project. 
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B.     Comments  and  Responses  (continued) 
Paul  D.  Hardman 
Comment  7  (continued): 

"It  also  should  be  of  interest  in  terms  of  impact  that  the  Garage, 
(Concert  Hall?)   which  started  out  at  $20  million  —  for  which  they 
have  raised  $13  million  by  donations  —  has  increased  at  the 
rate  of  $5  million  per  year,   approximately.      It's  now  running 
closer  to  $40  million. 

"And  if  you  want  to  look  around  the  country  at  environmental 
impact  on  your  taxes,   the  big  center  in  New  York  apparently 
loses  $25  million  a  year.     None  of  these  things  is  projected 
to  earn  money. 

"It's  not  that  we  are  not  for  motherhood  and  apple  pie  and 
culture,  but  if  the  Garage  is  based  on  the  construction  of  the 
Performing  Arts  Center,   and  if  the  Performing  Arts  Center  can- 
not stand  on  its  own  merits,   if  they  cannot  raise  money  more 
rapidly  that  the  increased  $5  million  due  to  inflation  every 
year. . . 

"Costs  estimates  are  what  I  am  showing  you  by  my  comments,  with 
the  environmental  impact,    is  that  they  are  not  realistic  and 
the  impact  is  more  than  the  condition  of  the  air,   or  the  condi- 
tion of  the  neighborhood." 

Response  7 : 

The  Stanford  Research  Institute  report  of  May  1976  analyzes 
operating  costs  of  the  concert  hall,   including  its  relationship 
with  the  parking  garage.     Table  12  on  p.   26  of  that  report 
summarized  the  concert  hall  operating  expenses,   as  follows: 

Direct  Costs  and  Related  Revenues  Amounts 


Concert  hall  annual  operating  costs  $  493,000 

Less 

Direct  operating  revenues  ($248,300) 
Increased  Opera  House  net  rental  income  (69,000) 
Increased  garage  parking  net  revenue  (24,000) 

Subtotal  ($341,300) 

Net  operating  deficit  $151,700 

Less 

Increases  sales  tax  revenues  ($28,300) 
Increased  parking  tax  revenues  (7,000) 
Increased  property  tax  revenues   (net)  (55,000) 

Subtotal  ($90,300) 

Net  annual  cost  to  the  City  $61,400 
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B.     Comments  and  Responses  (continued) 
Response  7    (continued) : 

The  text  on  p.    11  of  the  DEIR  has  been  modified  as  indicated 
below,   and  has  had  additional  cost  information  added  as  a  part 
of  the  revision  as  per  Response  2: 

"The  scheduling  and  costs  for  all  performing  arts 
facilities  are  as  indicated  in  Table  2,  Performing 
Arts  Center  Implementation  Program.     The  net  annual 
operating  cost  to  the  City  has  been  estimated  at 
$61,400. 

Comment  8: 

"If  you  look  at  the  pretty  pictures  that  they  themselves 
print,  you  will  get  an  idea  of  the  size  of  the  monolithic 
structure  that  would  stretch  the  entire  length  of  that 
block  on  Grove  Street,   coming  from  the  back  of  the  Opera 
House,   skipping  a  lot,   and  running  down  the  side  of  that 
street.     You  have  it  exiting  on  what  is  described  as  a  four- 
lane  Grove  Street. 

"It's  not  really  four  lanes.     There's  parking  on  both  sides. 
It's  too  crowded  for  cars  to  pass.     You  have  two  lanes  of 
actual  parking." 

Response  8 : 

Figure  5b  has  been  added  to  the  DEIR,   as  described  in  Re- 
sponse 6,  which  includes  lane  configuration  and  dimensions 
on  Grove  Street  between  Franklin  and  Gough  Streets. 

Comment  9: 

"If  you  need  it    (the  garage)    for  parking,  why  not  utilize 
the  space  that  actually  exists.     There  are  spaces  that  have 
never  even  been  considered  in  the  study,  under  the  parking 
freeway . 

"I  grant  you,   the  land  belongs  to  the  State,   but  we  the  peo- 
ple,  also  own  the  same  land  that  belongs  to  the  State. 

"If  you  look  at  your  own  map,   there  is  a  Commerce  High  School, 
which  looks  like  a  tremendous  edifice  from  the  street.  It's 
hollow;   it  has  an  enormous  parking  lot  in  the  middle  of  it, 
which  is  not  made  available  to  the  public  now.     It  is  there; 
it  has  never  been  considered  as  part  of  the  off-street  park- 
ing, when  you  consider  what's  available  to  the  public  to  park. 


1    Preliminary  Feasibility  Study  of  a  Proposed  San  Francisco  Per- 
forming Arts  Center,   Stanford  Research  Institute,  May,   1976,  p.  27 
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B.     Comments  and  Responses  (continued) 


Comment  9  (continued): 

"Sure,   you  will  argue,   it's  a  separate  entity;    it  belongs  to 
the  San  Francisco  School  District. 

"But  that,   again,   belongs  to  the  citizens.     It  is  closed  on 
the  weekend,  when  the  citizens  might  be  using  the  Saturday 
and  Sunday  night  type  operations." 

Response  9: 

The  DEIR  on  p.    18  described  the  parking  situation  in  the  vi- 
cinity,  and  provided  a  reference  source  for  additional  infor- 
mation.    There  are  approximately  150  private  parking  spaces 
under  the  Central  Skyway  which  are  within  a  1-1/2  block  radius 
of  the  Performing  Arts  Center. 

The  Board  of  Education  enclosed  parking  area    (88  spaces)  has 
been  reviewed  by  the  Parking  Authority,   and  it  has  been  estab- 
lished that  no  parking  resource  is  available  on  that  site  (see 
letter  of  April  18,   1977,   from  Margaret  Brady,   Director,  Park- 
ing Authority,   to  Alec  Bash,   Department  of  City  Planning). 

Additional  language  has  been  added  to  the  penultimate  sentence 
in  paragraph  1,   p.   18  of  the  DEIR,   as  follows: 

"...below  the  Central  Freeway  structure;  approxi- 
mately 150  such  parking  spaces  are  within  1-1/2 
blocks  of  the  Performing  Arts  Center." 


Comment  10: 

"...all  other  things  failing,   and    (if)   you  really  need  a 
garage,   I  suggest  that  there  are  vacant  lots  that  now  exist 
at  the  end  of  this  lot  that  you  have  on  this  design,  that 
stretch  across  Fulton.     Fulton,   remember,   is  a  dead-end 
behind  the  Opera  House.     If  you  utilize  space  that  is  al- 
ready vacant  belonging  to  the  State  of  California,  you  could 
put  a  structure  right  under  the  Freeway,   and  maybe  even  con- 
nect off-ramps  or  on-ramps  from  the  existing  Freeway.     I  am 
not  sure  of  the  feasibility  of  that  part  of  it,   but  the  land 
is  there. 

"Even  if  you  put  an  extra  story  under  the  Freeway,  whether 
it  crosses  over  those  lots,  you  would  have  two  stories  for 
practically  nothing. 

"We  are  not  talking  about  $9  million,  because  you  would  have 
a  roof  about  the  size  of  the  Freeway,   if  you  were  going  to  be 
that  practical. 

"But  the  size  of  the  land  available  at  the  end  of  Grove  Street, 
going  across  and  continuing  the  dead-end  nature  of  Fulton,  you 
would  have  entrances  and  exits  on  all  four  sides  of  the  build- 
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B.     Comments  and  Responses  (continued) 


Comment  10  (continued) 

ing,   closer  to  the  Opera  House  than  the  stretch  that  you  have 
along  Grove  Street,  which  is  a  narrower  street  in  the  first 
place.     That  is,  presuming  that  you  really  need  that  much  park 
ing.  " 

Response  10: 

Siting  the  Garage  north  across  Fulton  Street  would  block  an 
important  vista  to  City  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex, 
which  merits  preservation  even  though  it  has  been  partially 
invaded  by  the  Central  Skyway.     Such  siting  was  an  original 
proposal  for  the  Garage,   and  is  described  on  p.   4  4  of  the 
DEIR  as  site  2. 

State  policies  prohibit  direct  ramp  connection  between  the 
freeway  and  a  garage. 

Due  to  the  size  of  the  parcel  under  the  Freeway,  a  garage 
would  require  excavation  and  underground  construction  which 
would  increase  construction  costs,   and  the  shape  of  the  parcel 
and  the  existing  freeway  column  arrangements  would  make  inter- 
nal circulation  and  garage  access  highly  inefficient.     The  se- 
cond sentence  of  the  penultimate  paragraph  on  p.   44  of  the 
DEIR  has  been  modified  as  follows: 

"...parking  spaces;   garage  access  and  design  would 
be  inefficient,  and  construction  costs  higher. " 

Comment  11: 

"There  was  some  doubt  when  the  testimony  was  given  how  many 
units  would  be  torn  down.     In  your  book  you  had  an  estimate 
of  70.     It's  suggested  that  it  may  be  as  low  as  50.     I  counted 
mailboxes.     There  are  67.     That  may  not  be  accurate  but  they 
had  67  mailboxes. 

"So,  what  you  have  done,  you  will  destroy  steel  concrete  build 
ings  with  67  habitable  units  —  or  at  least,   that  were  habit- 
able last  week  —  with  elevators-.     They  would  be  suitable  for 
the  aged.     They  will  be  torn  down." 

Response  11: 

Further  analysis  of  records  at  the  Redevelopment  Agency  indi- 
cates that  340,   350,   and  360  Grove  Street  include  26,   18  and 
18  units,  respectively,   for  a  total  of  62  units.     The  text 


1  Phone  conversation  with  Mr.  Dick  Gee,  Planning  Department, 
District  IV,  California  Department  of  Transportation  (CAL- 
TRANS),   April  22,  1977 
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Response  11  (continued) 


has  been  amended  accordingly  on  pp.   12  and  13. 

The  three  residential  buildings  are  not  habitable  due  to 
code  violations  and  fire  damages.-'-     340  Grove  Street  was  con- 
demned under  the  Building  Code  on  July  19,   1974,  and  Complaint 
in  Injunction  No.   698-647  was  filed  by  the  City  against  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  on  November  13,   1976,  alleging  violations 
of  the  Building  and  Housing  Code.     350  Grove  Street  was  con- 
demned on  August  30,   1974,   and  Complaint  in  Injunction  No.  687- 
357  was  filed  on  March  13,   1975,  alleging  Building  Housing, 
and  Electrical  Code  voilations.      360  Grove  Street  was  condemned 
on  September  6,   1974,   and  Complaint  in  Injunction  No.  684-562 
was  filed  on  January  8,   1975,   alleging  violations  of  the  Hous- 
ing, Building,   Plumbing  and  Planning  Codes.     The  text  of  the 
DEIR  on  p.   12  has  been  amended  to  indicate  the  apartment 
buildings  as  being  condemned  under  the  Building  Code  in  1974. 

All  three  buildings  were  acquired  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
in  1967,   at  which  time  the  appraisal  reports  indicated  the 
buildings  as  being  in  good  condition  for  purposes  of  estab- 
lishing the  acquisition  price.     An  analysis  as  to  when  tenants 
moved  out  of  the  buildings  is  as  follows,  based  upon  Depart- 
ment of  City  Planning  review  of  Redevelopment  Agency  records 
and  upon  a  letter  of  May  19,   1977,   from  Gene  Suttle,  Area 
Director,  Western  Addition  Site  Office   (See  Appendix  A) . 

Original  No.  of  Households:  48 

Total  No.  of  Households    (includes  move  ins) :  95 
Original  No.   of  Occupants:     71   (consisting  of  29  single- 
person  households,   15  two-person  households,   and  4 
three-person  households). 


No.   of  Vacations  by  year 


1967-68 
1969-70 
1971-72 
1973-74 
1975-76 


33 
14 
13 
16 
19 


( includes 
( includes 
( includes 
( includes 
(includes 


46 
10 
6 
1 
8 


original 
original 
original 
original 
original 


occupants) 
occupants) 
occupants) 
occupants ) 
occupants) 


In  response  to  this  and  other  comments,  however,   the  NO 
Project  alternative  on  p.   42  of  the  DEIR  has  been  rewritten 
to  include  greater  discussion  on  retention  of  existing  uses, 
commencing  with  the  third  sentence,  as  follows: 

"The  garage  site,   in  any  event,   is  proposed  for  ultimate 
clearance  and  sale  to  a  developer  under  the  Redevelopment 
Plan,  as  it  is  designated  by  the  Plan  for  Acquisition 
rather  than  for  Retention. 2     Retention  of  the  buildings 
would  require  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  action, 
followed  by  an  offering  of  sale  to  the  original  owners. 


1  Op.  Cit.,   letter  of  April  6,   1977,  from  Wilbur  W.  Hamilton, 
Executive  Director,   San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  to  Super- 
visor von  Beroldingen. 

2  Op.  Cit.,  Western  Addition  Area  A-2,  Map  2. 
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Response  11  (continued) 

prior  to  being  advertised  for  competitive  public  bid.  As 
the  buildings  were  not  designated  for  retention  by  the 
Redevelopment  Plan,   they  have  not  been  maintained  in  a 
manner  which  would  render  rehabilitation  attractive:  the 
apartment  buildings  were  condemned  in  1974,  and  movable 
fixtures  including  utilities  have  been  gradually  removed 
since  that  time." 

Construction  of  the  proposed  garage  would  eliminate  any  pos- 
sibility of  rehabilitation,   although  rehabilitation  is  desir- 
able when  feasible  as  per  housing  policies  of  the  City.  How- 
ever,  such  rehabilitation  could  only  occur  as  a  separate 
project,  and  would  require  a  formal  change  in  the  Redevelop- 
ment Plan  from  its  P   (Public)   designation^  to  a  designation 
permitting  residential  uses. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  has  estimated  the  base  costs  of 
rehabilitating  the  buildings  as  follows,  based  upon  staff's 
knowledge  and  analysis  of  the  buildings. 

330  Grove  Street  -  $273,000  to  $350,000 

(conversion  to  20  one-bedroom  units  estimated  at 
$819,000) 

340  Grove  Street  -  $296,670  to  $376,670   ($13,000  per  unit) 

350  Grove  Street  -  $315,000  to  $420,000    ($20,400  per  unit) 

360  Grove  Street  -  $210,000  to  $280,000   ($14,000  per  unit) 

With  respect  to  the  Concert  Hall  site,  see  the  PAC  EIR  for 
an  analysis  of  the  effects  of  No  Project. 

Comment  12: 

"We  have  a  possibility:  we  have  been  invited  by  the  Federal 
Government  to  accept  a  grant  for  solar  energy  research.  We 
would  love  to  do  that,  but  we  can't  do  that  if  we  can't  use 
the  building. 

"The  characteristics  of  the  building  apparently  are  ideally 
suited  for  solar  energy  research.     It  has  an  all-southern  ex- 
posure in  the  front,  and  a  no-shadow  roof  —  that's  an  inter- 
esting requirement  —  and  a  glass  front,  with  no  other  glass 
elsewhere,  and  a  solid  roof,  that  has  sunlight  all  the  day  long. 

"They  are  interested.     The  Governor's  Office  of  Appropriate 
Technology  likes  the  idea.     We  would  be  willing  with  their 
assistance  to  do  a  study  on  the  changes  necessary  for  Building 
Code  requirements.     Perfect  setup  for  it.     It's  even  close  to 
City  Hall. 

"The  Pride  Foundation  doesn't  cost  the  citizens  anything.  We 
do  this  with  our  own  resources,  which  are  meager. 


1    Op.  Cit.,  Western  Addition  Area  A-2,  Map  1. 
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Comments  and  Responses  (continued) 


Comment  12  (continued) 

"In  the  building  now,  at  no  expense  to  the  City,  we  have  a 
Senior  Citizens  Program,   four  plays  are  in  production  now. 
We  can  seat  up  to  650  people,   if  we  wanted  to,   and  still  have 
plenty  of  room. 

"So,   if  you  are  talking  about  the  Arts,   there  is  plenty  of 
room  for  the  Arts  to  be  performed  right  where  they  are  now. 
We  have  had  ballet,  we  have  plays,  we  have  events  going  on  in 
the  place.    The  building  is  that  sound.     We  have  20-foot  ceiling 

"So,  we  are  looking  at  the  destruction  of  very  valuable  proper- 
ty, already  owned  by  the  City,  for  the  possible  construction  of 
a  white  elephant..." 

Response  12: 

See  Response  3.     Also,   there  may  be  some  question  as  to 
whether  Fire  Department  requirements  have  been  met  for  public 
assembly  uses  in  this  building   (See  Fire  Department  Inspection 
Report  of  February  17,   1977,  by  Inspector  Thomas  P.  McCarthy, 
and  letter  of  April  15,   1977,  from  the  Fire  Department  to  the 
Bureau  of  Building  Inspection,  Appendix  A) . 

Comment  13: 

" (The)  use  (of  the  garage)    is  only  contingent  upon  possible 
need  by  weekend  crowds  from  out  of  the  City. 

"I  am  not  saying  we  shouldn't  encourage  more  than  50  percent, 
as  the  Tudor  report  says,   of  the  use  of  the  building  to  be 
from  outside  of  the  City. 

"I  suggest,   if  we  are  going  to  be  burdened  with  BART,  for 
which  we  spend  millions,  why  not  encourage  these  people,  who 
do  not  pay  for  our  facilities,   at  least  to  help  us  by  paying 
for  BART.     Use  BART,  use  Muni.     That  particular  area  where 
you  want  the  Garage  is  probably  centered  in  the  best  area  for 
communication.     Everything  focuses  toward  City  Center. 

"There  is  a  theory  that  I  heard  propounded  at  one  of  these  hear 
ings;  that  if  you  build  parking  for  stalls  near  excellent  trans 
portation,  the  effect  is  not  to  improve  parking,  but  to  discour 
age  people  from  using  the  excellent  transportation. 

"Now,  that's  something  that  you  people  should  consider  as  ex- 
perts.    I  don't  know.     I  have  heard  that  in  testimony,  but  it 
seems  reasonable,  because  it's  easier  to  park  than  to  grab  the 
bus.     But  if  the  bus  goes  there,  people  might  use  the  bus." 

Response  13: 
See  Response  1. 
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Stewart  H.  Bloom 


Comment  14 : 

"One  of  the  things  which  is  very  inadequate  in  the  EIR  before 
you  today,  on  Page  1,   is   'why  a  600-lot,   600-space  garage.'? 

"54  percent  of  the  people  who  come  to  the  Symphony  and  to  the 
Opera  come  from  out  of  San  Francisco.     And  my  authority  for 
that  information  is  the  original  EIR  on  the  Performing  Arts 
Center,  on  Page  144,  where  it  indicates  46  percent  of  the  peo- 
ple are  San  Franciscans. 

"The  reason  best  stated  on  why  a  600-car  garage  is  not  needed 
is  that,  also  in  the  original  EIR  on  Page  175,  a  fellow  named 
Richard  Bolles,  wrote  to  Mrs.   Bendix,  saying, 

'I  have  several  comments  and  suggestions.  The  first  suggest- 
ion is  to  build  a  taller  parking  garage.' 

Now  this. is  talking  about  a  400-car  garage — 

'...the  need  is  obvious.' 

"The  response  by  the  developers,  or  whoever  wrote  the  response 
in  this  case,   is  this: 

'The  additional  demand  for  parking  created  by  concurrent 
evening  performances  could  be  handled  by  the  Civic  Center 
Garage  and  other  parking  facilities  in  the  area,  which  do 
not  fill  up  at  the  present  time  when  concurrent  performances 
at  the  Opera  House  and  other  facilities  are  used. ' 

"There  is  no  need  for  600  spaces.     The  developer  says  so  himself 
And  the  argument  of  concurrent  evening  performances  --  again, 
the  original  EIR,  on  Page  155  --  says  that  concurrent  evening 
performances  with  the  Symphony  Hall  and  other  things  in  the  area 
will  be  infrequent.     There  is  nothing  that  happens  frequently 
in  the  Civic  Center,  according  to  the  original  EIR. 

"600  spaces  are  not  needed.     I  sincerely  doubt  that  any  parking 
garage  is  needed  at  all,   to  bring  people  in.     The  previous  speak 
er  spoke  to  that. 

"The  conclusions  in  the  EIR,  after  having  read  it  and  read  many 
others,  are  drawn  from  faulty  and  contradictory  information. 
There  is  no  justifications  for  some  of  the  conclusions  that  are 
drawn  as  to  the  necessity  for  displaced  housing,   for  hardships. 

"And  for  the  basic  need  for  the  600-car  garage.  City  policy  does 
not  lean  towards  600  cars,  or  any  garage  at  all.     And  the  reason 
--  I  cannot  put  this  action  of  approving  a  parking  garage  to- 
gether with  the  recent  parking  plan  for  the  City,  which  this 
Commission  passed." 


Response   14 : 

The  original  PAC  EIR,   in  discussing  the  Garage  Size  alterna- 
tive on  p.   85,   stated  that... 

"The  capacity   (400  spaces)   does  not  attempt  to  satisfy  the 
potential  parking  demand  that  may  be  generated  by  a  performing 
arts  complex. " 

The  response  to  Richard  Bolles  does  state  that  the  demand  for 
parking  created  by  concurrent  evening  performances  could  be 
handled  by  the  Civic  Center  Garage  and  other  parking  facilities 
in  the  area,  but  goes  on  to  say  that  concurrent  matinee  perform- 
ances could  present  a  problem   (emphasis  added) .     The  PAC  EIR 
on  p.    144  indicates  one  evening  performance  would  generate  approxi- 
mately 900  trips,   and  a  matinee  performance  500  trips.  Doubling 
these  figures  for  concurrent  performances  would  result  in  1800 
and  1000  trips,   respectively,  both  well  in  excess  of  the  capacity 
of  the  proposed  garage,   and  during  matinee  performances  existing 
on-street  and  public  parking  is  limited.     The  PAC  EIR  on  p.  132 
had  identified  a  residual  capacity  of  approximately  1900  evening 
and  300  midday  public  parking  spaces  within  two  blocks  of  the 
concert  hall  site,  which  should  be  considered  as  increased  by 
the  165  new  spaces  from  the  proposed  garage.     The  increase  in 
garage  parking  stalls  from  400  to  600  spaces  would  replace 
approximately  50  spaces  on  the  garage  site,   and  provide  approxi- 
mately 150  new  parking  spaces  for  use  by    (1)    the  new  rehearsal 
and  backstage  facilities  proposed  for  the  concert  hall  site, 
(2)   daily  auto  users  in  the  vicinity,  and   (3)   additional  perform- 
ing arts  patrons  during  performances.     In  response  to  this 
comment,   the  last  sentence  of  the  Garage  Capacity  alternative  on 
p.    43  of  the  DEIR  has  been  modified  to  include  only  concurrent 
matinee  performances,   rather  than  evening  performances,   as  a 
condition  where  demand  might  exceed  supply.     Additionally,  it 
should  be  noted  that  a  letter  from  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  commenting  on  the  DEIR   (See  Comment  37)    states  that 
the  projected  parking  demand  in  the  area  was  reasonably  accurate, 
and  that  the  garage  satisfied  public  necessity,  convenience 
and  benefit. 
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Anna  Darden,   President,  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council ,  and 


Secretary,   San  Francisco  Tomorrow 


Comment  15: 

This  statement  of  mine  contains  a  Xeroxed  copy  of  an  article 
that  was  in  the  Sunday  paper  on  March  27  by  Robert  Commanday 
about  the  Performing  Arts  Center.     I  brought  it  in  because  this 
piece  of  paper,  there  is  one  page,  gave  me  more  information 
about  what  was  going  on  with  the  Performing  Arts  Center  than 
that  purported  Revised  Draft  EIR  on  the  Performing  Arts  Center. 

"     First  of  all,   the  cost  of  the  Symphony  Hall  has  suddenly  in- 
creased from  the  announced  $20  million  to  $30  million." 

Although  in  private  they  are  saying  40  million. 

"The  original  $20  million  was  to  have  purchased  a  Symphony  Hall, 
a  recital  hall,  a  parking  garage,  and  an  extension  to  the  back- 
stage area  of  the  existing  Opera  House.     The  current  $30  million 
is  for  the  Symphony  Hall  alone.     The  parking  garage  is  to  be 
funded  separately,  and  the  recital  hall  is  not  even  to  be  built 
at  present.     Instead,   there  apparently  is  a  plan  to  construct  a 
windowless  blockhouse  next  to  the  Symphony  Hall  to  serve  as  a 
rehearsal  hall  for  the  Opera;     yet  in  the  original  plans  for  the 
extension  to  the  Opera  House,   such  rehearsal  facilities  were  in- 
cluded there.     In  addition,   the  Symphony  Hall  is  to  be  designed 
and  constructed  with  no  facilities  or  equipment  for  other  use, 
particularly  dance  and  theater.     In  my  opinion  this  does  not 
qualify  this  Symphony  Hall  for  the  title  Performing  Arts  Center. 

"I  submit  that  it  is  incumbent  upon  you  as  Planning  Commissioners 
to  reject  this  EIR  as  insufficient,  particularly  in  the  aspect 
which  deals  with  the  revised  plans  for  the  Symphony  Hall,  at 
least  until  those  plans  are  formulated  and  presented  in  a  more 
comprehensive  manner.     There  is  nothing  in  this  EIR  about  the 
lack  of  a  recital  hall  or  smaller  theater  in  the  complex,  or 
about  the  sudden  addition  of  an  entire  building  housing  rehearsal 
facilities  for  the  Opera.     And  indeed,  no  plans,  photographs,  or 
models  are  shown  of  the  new  design  for  that  block,  although  there 
is  a  photo  of  such  a  model  in  the  newspaper  article." 

Response  15 : 

As  shown  on  Table  2,  Performing  Arts  Center  Implementation  Program, 
added  as  per  Responses  2  and  7,  cost  of  the  proposed  facilities 
on  the  Commerce  High  School  block  is  estimated  at  $24  million. 

The  original  $20  million,  as  shown  on  p.   23  of  the  PAC  EIR,  was 
to  have  been  used  for  the  construction  of  the  concert  hall  complex 
and  the  recital  hall/rehearsal  facilities.     The  parking  garage  has 
always  been  considered  as  being  financed  separately,  and  was  pro- 
posed at  $1.8  million  in  the  PAC  EIR,  p.  28. 
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with  the  relocation  of  the  proposed  garage  to  the  present  site, 
the  original  garage  site  on  the  Commerce  High  School  block 
is  available  to  house    (1)   the  Opera  rehearsal  facilities 
which  are  presently  under  early  schematic  design,  and   (2)  an 
enlarged  recital  hall  which  is  not  included  in  the  present 
funding. 

The  title  Performing  Arts  Center  denotes  all  the  facilities, 
existing  and  proposed,   to  be  located  on  and  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  the  Concert  Hall  site,   for  or  to  facilitate  the  conduct 
of  performing  arts  activities    (also  see  PAC  EIR  pp.    182-183  for 
a  response  to  a  similar  comment)  . 

The  plans  for  the  Concert  Hall  or,   for  that  matter,  the  facilities 
to  be  located  on  the  Commerce  High  School  block,  have  been 
formulated  and  presented  to  the  extent  possible  given  their 
present  status. 

In  response  to  this  comment,   a  photograph  of  the  facilities  on 
the  Commerce  High  School  block  has  been  added  to  the  DEIR  as 
Figure  4A,  p.   8a.     In  the  absence  of  a  detailed  design  plan 
for  the  facilities  to  be  constructed  next  to  the  Concert  Hall, 
they  are  only  shown  on  the  architectural  model  in  their  con- 
ceptual form. 

For  additional  information,   see  letter  of  April  21,    1977,  from 
Mr.   Samuel  B.   Stewart,   President,   San  Francisco  Performing  Arts 
Center,   Inc.,   to  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning. 1 


On  file  and  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department 
of  City  Planning. 
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Comment  16 : 


"As  to  the  proposed  garage:     The  entire  question  of  additional 
garages  in  the  downtown  area  is  highly  controversial.  San 
Francisco  Tomorrow,  of  which  I  am  a  Board  member,  has  taken  a 
definite  position  against  not  only  this  garage  but  also  similar 
parking  construction  in  the  downtown  area  because  of  the  negative 
effects  on  the  urban  environment  of  increased  automobile  impac- 
tion, especially  in  areas  so  well  served  by  public  transit." 

Response  16: 

See  Response  1 

Comment  17: 

"....this  garage  takes  potential  existing  housing,    (but)  the 
EIR  has  no  discussion  on  the  impact  on  the  residences  across  the 
street  or  behind  it.     Effectively,  it  is  a  visual  and  actual  wall 
separating  the  residential  Western  Addition  from  open  view  from 
the  Civil  Center. 

Response  17: 

See  Response  5 

Comment  18: 

"...there  is  no  proof.... in  the  EIR  that  this  garage  will  be 
adequate  for  PAC  parking,  or  is  needed  for  PAC  parking. 

Response  18: 

See  Response  14. 

Comment  19: 

"San  Francisco  Tomorrow  has  had  a  longstanding  policy  in 
support  of  public  transit  over  increased  use  of  automobiles... 
this  proposed  garage  on  Grove  Street  is  one  of  a  number  of  park- 
ing garages  proposed  this  year  for  the  downtown  area,  and  which 
San  Francisco  Tomorrow  feels  either  should  not  be  built  or  should 
not  be  built  at  public  expense.     This  is  essentially  the  gist 
of   (their  letter) ..." 

Response  19: 

See  Response  1 
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Hank  Wilson^   San  Francisco  Gay  Democratic  Club 


Comment  20: 

"We  want  to  go  on  record  as  opposing  any  project  that  eliminates 
housing  for  low  income  people,   and  we  feel  that  the  citizens  of 
San  Francisco,   even  those  who  are  not  moved  from  these  houses, 
everyone  in  San  Francisco  is  affected  every  time  low  income 
housing  is  destroyed.     The  rent  goes  up,   if  you  live  in  the  Haight, 
if  you  live  in  the  Mission,   if  you  live  in  Chinatown;   no  matter 
where  you  live,  because  of  the  70  people  that  were  moved  out  of 
those  homes,  or  other  people,  are  going  to  other  places.  So 
from  now  on,  we  would  like  the  Planning  Commission  to  set  the 
policy  for  the  City,   and  for  the  developers.     Develop  your  pro- 
jects so  that  you  don't  eliminate  any  more  low  income  housing. 
The  Hastings  Law  School  is  another  example  where  Development  has 
gone  ahead,  proposed  a  plan;   the  housing  issue  has  not  been 
addressed . 

"I  am  also  concerned  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  is  creating 
policy,   doing  your  job  for  you,   by  going  in  there  and  tearing 
out  the  sinks,   the  pipes,   the  refrigerators,   the  stoves,   and  all 
the  things  that  are  valuable. 

"We  have  proposed  that  that  housing  can  be  rehabilitated,  can 
serve  low  income  people.     And  they  knew  that.     We  were  on  record 
saying  that. 

"Now,  what  we  are  going  to  do,   if  someone  says,   for  your  final 
Impact  Report,    "How  much  does  it  cost  to  get  this  housing 
rehabilitated?"       Well,   it  just  went  up  another  $100,000,  pro- 
bably,  because  they  tossed  out  the  pipes,   the  toilets,   and  the 
sinks.     That's  creating  policy,   and  I  don't  think  that  they  are 
delegated  to  do  that  before  this  Report  is  affirmed  by  you,  or 
they  are  given  the  green  light. 

"Senior  citizens  can  use  this  housing,  because  it  has  elevators. 
There's  a  lot  of  housing  in  the  City  that  does  not  have  elevators; 
those  that  do  have  elevators  we  must  preserve. 

"The  other  thing  is  that  this  housing  is  in  an  area  which  would 
be  good  for  people  that  do  not  have  real  access  to  mobility,  be- 
cause it  has  access  to  the  Library,   to  the  City  Hall,   to  Muni 
and  to  BART.     Those  are  essential  kinds  of  facilities  for  Senior 
Citizens.     So,  we  want  to  address  that  issue." 

Response  20: 

See  Responses  4  and  11.     The  policy  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
since  adoption  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  has  been  for  the  ulti- 
mate clearance  of  the  site,   irrespective  of  any  action  on  the 
present  garage  proposal. 
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Comment  21: 


"The  other  thing  is  that  all  EIR  reports  should  have  consulted 
Muni  and  asked  for  alternatives  from  a  Muni  perspective.  They 
should  consult  with  BART,  and  we  should  consult  with  those  people 
and  say, 

•What  if  we  don't  build  it?  What  can  you  do  to  still  service  the 
needs?' 

This  hasn't  been  done." 
Response  21: 
See  Response  1. 
Comment  22: 

"I  work  in  the  330  Grove  Street  Building  almost  every  night, 
and  the  parking  in  that  area  is  not  being  utilized,  the  people 
that  pay  for  the  parking.     Those  lots  are  being  vacant.     My  feel- 
ing is  that  there  are  lots  of  people  that  can't  afford  to  pay 
for  parking,  and  you  have  people  that  are  walking  four,   five,  six, 
seven,  eight  and  ten  blocks  right  now  through  that  area,  and  they 
are  doing  it. 

"Now,   I  am  not  sure,  if  you  put  in  a  parking  facility  that 
charges  high  rates,  that  people  are  going  to  be  able  to  afford 
it.     There  are  people  that  can  afford  it,  but  they  are  not  using 
it  now.     Just  check  out  those  lots  right  now,  and  you  will  see 
that  they  are  going  vacant." 

Response  22: 

See  Response  14-    Also,  anew  Table  3,  Off-Street  Parking  Rates  - 
Public  Facilities,  has  been  added  to  the  DEIR  as  p. 18a,   to  enable 
a  comparison  of  the  proposed  rates  as  indicated  on  page  10  of 
the  DEIR  with  other  public  parking  rates  in  the  vicinity.  A 
parking  garage  does  offer  an  option  between  paying  higher  rates 
and  parking  in  close  proximity  to  a  destination,  and  paying  less 
or  nothing  and  walking  farther,   or  using  transit.     The  proposed 
rates  for  the  garage  would  be  lower  than  the  standard  in  the 
vicinity,  and  consequently  would  encourage  more  garage  use. 
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Mrs.   G.   Bland  Piatt,   President,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory 


Board 


CoiTunent  23: 

"...the  Draft  EIR  is  incomplete  in  that  it  does  not  discuss  the 
quality  of  the  buildings  presently  on  the  site.     There  is  no  dis- 
cussion of  those  buildings,  whatsoever,   except  for  the  fact  that 
they  are  vacant  dwelling  units.     There  is  more  to  be  said,   I  am 
sure . 

Response  23: 

In  response  to  this  comment,   the  following  text  has  been  added 
at  the  bottom  of  p. 12  of  the  DEIR: 

"The  Department  of  City  Planning' s  Survey  of  Architecturally 
Significant  Buildings  indicates  an  adjoining  property,   the  auto 
repair  shop,   as  an  interesting  building  in  itself  but  with  no 
relationship  to  Civic  Center  buildings;   the  buildings  on  the 
site  were  determined  not  to  merit  inclusion  in  the  Survey. 

Comment  24 : 

"We  find  also  no  inclusion  of  any  kind  of  concept  of  design  of  the 
proposed  structure.  And  the  Board  understands  that  the  developer 
would  not  wish  to  get  into  complete  designs  until  the  approval  of 
at  least  the  EIR.  But  it's  very  difficult  for  the  Landmarks 
Board  to  assess  impacts  on  a  potential ....  historic  district  with- 
out some  sort  of  design  being  included,  other  than  a  floor  plan 
or  something. " 

Response  24: 

An  architectural  rendering  of  the  garage  has  been  prepared  to 
appear  on  page  8b  of  the  DEIR.     Additionally,   the     design  concept 
of  the  proposed  garage  was  discussed  in  the  referenced  report  en- 
titled "Report  on  Revenues,   Preliminary  Design  and  Cost  Estimates, 
San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center  Garage."     The  report  stated: 

"In  the  development  and  evaluation  of  geometric  design     of  the 
garage,   consideration  has  been  given  to  size  and  shape  of  the 
property,   adjacent  street  configuration  and  capacity,  garage 
utilization  and  access  and  circulation  requirements.     Figure  5 
shows  the  resulting  geometric  design,  which  provides  a  rectang- 
ular sloping  floor  system  open  on  three  sides  and  closed  on  the 
north  side. 

"Framing  alternatives  examined  include  flat  slab  construction, 
pre-cast  concrete  beams  and  planks,   structural  steel  and  pre- 
cast concrete  tees.     The  selected  alternative  involves  cast- 
in-place  foundation  and  columns,  with  pre-cast  concrete  tees 
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spanning  between  transverse  cast-in-place  girders,  braced  by 
cast-in-place  shear  walls." 

The  text  on  p. 8  has  been  footnoted  to  refer  to  pp.11  and  13  of 
that  report. 

Comment  25: 

"There  are  no  views  presented  from  the  War  Memorial  Complex  and 
City  Hall,  and  we  feel  that  that's  important." 

Response  25: 

Additional  views  have  been  prepared  from  the  War  Memorial  Complex 
to  be  included  as  pp.38  a,b,  of  the  DEIR.     The  site  cannot  be 
seen  from  the  steps  of  City  Hall. 

Comment  26: 

"There  is  also  a  problem  with  what  changes  the  proposal  of  this 
garage  will  make  in  the  Performing  Arts  Center  as  a  whole." 

Response  26: 

See  Response  15 

Comment  27: 

"We  have  also  approved  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  for 
changes  to  the  Opera  House,  which  again  may  not  be  applicable." 

Response  27: 

No  changes  are  proposed  for  the  Opera  House  Extension. 
Comment  28: 

"On  pp  11  and  40  of  the  Report,  the  Landmarks  Board  is  not 

shown  as  an  Agency  to  which  this  matter  should  be  referred  in  the 

coming  months,  and  we  would  like  to  see  that  done." 

Response  28: 

Pages  11  and  40  refer  to  review  and  approval  processes  of  San 
Francisco,  and  there  are  no  such  procedures  at  present  which 
establish  review  of  the  garage  by  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board;   in  view  of  these  circumstances,  no  such  review 
process  can  be  included  in  the  DEIR. 
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Comment  29: 

"Also,   I  think  there  should  possibly  be  some  discussion  of 
possible  impacts  on  the  Civic  Center  Historic  District  as  a 
potential  National  Registered  Historic  District.     This  may  not 
have  to  be  done  if  it's  considered  that  there  would  be  no  Federal 
funds,   licenses  and  permits  involved;   but  there  certainly  are 
Federal  funds  involved  in  the  Performing  Arts  Center  itself,  and 
these  are  part  of  this  project   .    .    .   and  I  think  that 
those  impacts  would  have  to  be  analyzed." 

Response  29: 

The  boundary  of  the  proposed  National  Register  District  is  the 
eastern  side  of  Franklin  Street,   and  the  proposed  garage  has  no 
frontage  on  Franklin  Street.     It  may  be  visible  from  that  Dist- 
rict,  however,   and  in  that  regard  see  Responses  24  and  25.  The 
DEIR  on  pp.    15  and  22  does  refer  to  the  Civic  Center  complex, 
and  addresses  its  visual  impact  on  p. 36.     There  are  no  Federal 
funds  involved  in  the  project  which  would  require  specific  re- 
view and  analysis  of  possible  effects  on  National  Register  or 
Register  eligible  properties. 
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T.R.  Lammersy  District  Director,  State  Department  of 
Transportation 


Comment  30: 


"On  pages  6  and  13,   the  DEIR  indicates  ownership  of  a  parcel  of 
land  as   'State  of  California'.     The  area  within  the  freeway 
access  control  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of 
Transportation.     As  the  freeway  is  elevated  in  this  area,  the 
ground  area  is  currently  leased  out.     The  portion  outside  our 
access  control  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of 
Finance  and  the  project  sponsor's  representative  has  already 
been  referred  to  them  by  Caltrans. 

"Although  a  net  increase     of  parking  spaces  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  San  Francisco  Civic  Center,   is  not  expected  to  have  a 
significant  impact  on  nearby  Route  101,   there  appears  to  be 
some  inconsistencies  in  the  traffic  calculations  contained 
in  the  report.     The  following  data  has  been  extracted  from 
the  report : 

Vehicles  per  hour   (Table  2,  p. 19)         From  page  29* 
Directional 

Directional        Traffic  Pro j .   P.M.  Peak  %0f 

Street  Capacity        P.M.  Peak  with  Matinee  Capacity 

Franklin  2700  1700  1900  95 

Grove  1100  260  700  30 

Gough  2700  1100  1300  50 

*based  on  assumption  of  200  additional  vehicles  entering  the 
street  system  from  the  new  garage. 

The  data  shown  above  appears  to  contain  the  following  incon- 
sistencies : 


a.     An  increase  of  only  200  vehicles  from  the  garage 

causes  an  increase  of     440  vehicles  on  Grove  Street. 


b.     The  same  200  vehicle  increase  also  causes  a  200 

vehicle  increase  on  both     Franklin  and  Gough  Streets. 


c.     The  P.M.  peak  with  matinee  traffic  is  about  70, 

65  and  35%  of  hourly  capacity  of  Franklin,  Grove, 
and  Gough  Streets    (at  level  of  Service  "D"),  respec- 
tively,  instead  of  95,   30  and  50%  as  stated  in  the 
report  on  page  29. 

"It  is  our  opinion  that  the  affected  sections  of  the  report  should 
be  clarified.     If  there  is  another  explanation  which  could  indic- 
ate a  significant  impact  on  Route  101,  we  would  appreciate  receiv- 
ing that  information." 


81 


Response  30: 


The  directional  capacity  of  Franklin  and  Gough  Streets,  as 
shown  in  Table  2  of  the  DEIR,  was  assessed  based  on  four  traffic 
lanes.     The  4-lane  capacity  of  Franklin  Street  occurs  between 
7-9  a.m.   on  weekdays  and  that  of  Gough  street  between  4-6  p.m. 
on  weekdays.     During  the  p.m.   peak  hour,   the  capacity  of  Franklin 
Street  (3  lanes)    is  about  2,000  vehicles  while  that  of  Gough  St. 
(  4  lanes)   is  about  2,700  vehicles. 

The  p.m.   peak  traffic  volume  on  Grove     Street,  as  shown  in 
Table  2  of  the  DEIR,   represents  the  number  of  vehicles  traveling 
in  one  direction.     Based  on  an  analysis  of  the  traffic  data  on 
Grove,   the  total  two-way  traffic  volume  on  Grove  south  of  the 
project  was  estimated  at  500  vehicles  per  p.m.   peak  hour.  On 
p.    29  of  the  DEIR,   the  700  vehicles  per  hour  on  Grove  Street  has 
been  footnoted  to  indicate  an  existing  two-way  volume  of  500 
vehicles . 

With  200  vehicles  entering  the  street  system  during  p.m.  peak 
hours,   total  traffic  on  Franklin,   Gough,   and  Grove  Streets 
would  be  1900,   1300  and  700  vehicles  per  hour,  respectively. 
The  p.m.   peak  hour  traffic  capacity  of  these  streets  are  2,000 
vehicles    (3  lanes)   on  Franklin;   2,700  vehicles    (   4  lanes)  on 
Gough;   and  2,200  vehicles    (4  lanes)   on  Grove.     Therefore,  the 
traffic  volumes  would  constitute  about  95,   50  and  30  per  cent  of 
hourly     capacity  of  the  corresponding  streets  at  level  of 
Service  "D". 

The  last  sentence  on  page  29  of  the  DEIR  has  been  changed  to 
read  "Corresponding  hourly  traffic  volumes,   as  above,  would 
be  1600,   1200  and  500  vehicles,  with  hourly  capacities  of  2000, 
2000  and  2200  vehicles". 
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Milton  Feldstein,   Deputy  Air  Pollution  Control  Officer,  Bay 


Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District 


Comment  31: 

"The  proposed  performing  arts     center  is  well-situated  with 
relation  to  transit  access.     The  availability  of  ample  and 
convenient  parking  would  generally  encourage  patrons  to  use 
private  automobiles  in  lieu  of  transit.     Thus,   the  larger  the 
proposed  parking  garage,   the  more  significant  indirect  air 
quality  impacts  could  be.     The  proposed  garage  would  replace 
435  existing  parking  spaces,  but  would  add  165  new  parking 
places    (DEIR,   P. 7).     In  light  of  these  factors,   the  rationale 
for  increasing  the  proposed  garage  from  400  to  600  spaces  is 
unclear.     Is  it  not  possible  that  improved  transit  service 
could  be  substituted  for  the  additional  spaces?     The  EIR 
should  examine  this  issue." 

Response  31: 

See  Responses  1  and  14. 

Comment  32: 

"There  is  a  presumption  underlying  this  EIR  that  the  proposed 
performing  arts  center  will  definitely  be  built.  However, 
considering  the  air-pollutant-generating  nature  of  urban  park- 
ing structures,   it  would  appear  desirable  to  ensure  through 
some  legal  mechanism  that  the  construction  of  the  proposed 
garage  is  contingent  upon  construction  of  the  facility  it  is 
meant  to  serve." 

Response  32 : 

See  Response  2. 
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Thomas  Matoff^   Acting  Director  of  Transportation ^ 
San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

Comment  33: 

"There  is  an  apparent  contradiction  between  the  statement  in 
Section  I  that  weekday  matinee  performances  could  generally  be 
scheduled  so  as  to  avoid  generating  traffic  during  the  local 
PM  peak  traffic     hours  and  the  subsequent  allusion  in  Section 
2  to  weekdays,   4-5  p.m.   as  the  period  following  weekday  matinee 
performance.     The  hour  from  4-5  p.m.   i£  the  evening  peak  period. 
The  text  states  that  it  is  anticipated  that  the  total  garage 
traffic  preceding  or  following  a  weekday  performance  would  affect 
some  six  transit  vehicles  on  Grove  Street.     However,   in  the  after- 
noon,  between  4  and  5  p.m.,   14  trips  are  scheduled  inbound  on  the 
21-Hayes  line,  which  runs  eastbound  on  Grove  Street,  while  8 
such  trips  are  scheduled  between  1:00  and  2:00  p.m.     By  no  means 
should  this  be  considered  the  only  Railway  line  affected  by  this 
facility.     Traffic  generated  by  the  Performing  Arts  Center  will 
affect  the  Market  Street  lines    (streetcars  J,K,L,M,N:  trolley 
coaches  6,7,8;   motor  coaches  26,66,71,   and  72)    and  line  5-Gulton 
on  McAllister  Street  and  47-Van  Ness." 

Response  33: 

While  efforts  would  be  made  to  schedule  weekday  matinee  perfor- 
mances at  non-peak  traffic  hours,   the  DEIR  is  required  to 
analize  the  worse  possible  traffic  impact  even  if  its  occurrance 
is  infrequent  and  remote.     The  first  paragraph  on  p. 31  of  the 
DEIR  is  changed  to  read  "At  present,   transit  operations  on  Grove 
Street  occur  in  the  eastbound  direction,  with  weekday  headways 
of  about  7  minutes  between  1  and  2  p.m.,   about  5  minutes  be- 
tween 4  and  5  p.m.,   and  15  minutes  during  the  evening.     It  is 
anticipated  that  the  total  garage  traffic  preceding  and  follow- 
ing a  weekday  matinee  performance  would  affect  some  8  and  14 
transit  vehicles  on  Grove  Street,   respectively.     These  transit 
vehicles  would  be  affected  by  a  projected  weekday  p.m.   peak  hour 
traffic  volume  on  Grove  Street  of  about  30  per  cent  of  its 
capacity  at  level  of  Service  "D". 

Garage  traffic  would  have  the  most  impact  on  streets  immediately 
surrounding  the  facility;   concentration  of  garage  traffic  would 
be  diluted  at  street  locations  further  away  from  the  facility,  reducing 
the  traffic  impacts  on  Muni  lines  on  Market  Street,  Fulton  Street, 
and  Van  Ness  Avenue. 


84 


Comment  34: 


"The  text  states  that.. 'with  respect  to  the  Master  Plan  for  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  parking  on  this  site  would 
be  most  appropriate  to  the  extent  that  it  is  limited  to  replacing 
the  short-term  parking  now  provided  on  an  interim  basis...' 

"The  implication  is  that  additional  parking   (the  165   'new'  park- 
ing spaces  referred  to  on  page  7  of  the  text)   is  neither  'most 
appropriate'   nor  in  conformance  with  the  Master  Plan." 

Response  34: 

The  City  Planning  Commission,  pursuant  to  its  responsibilities 
under  Section  3.527  of  the  Charter,   is  required  to  report  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  as  to  the  conformity  of  project  to  the 
master  plan.     The  Commission  would  consider  its  determination 
in  this  regard  subsequent  to  certification  of  this  environmental 
impact  report. 

Comment  35: 

No  Project 

Use  Alternatives 

"The  text  states  that  without  building  the  proposed  garage 
'traffic  congestion  and  parking  difficulty  in  the  area  would 
be  exacerbated. . . '   and  also  that  the   'weekday  afternoon  parking 
deficit  would  exceed  500  spaces  if  parking  displaced  by  the 
concert  hall  construction  is  not  replaced'.     This  approach  is 
incorrect.     To  properly  analyze  the  traffic  and  parking  impact 
of  the  proposal,   it  should  be  assumed  that,   given  the  construct- 
ion of  the  Performing  Arts  Center  itself,  no  parking  spaces 
will  remain  from  the  present  parking  lot.     This  should  be  con- 
sidered the  starting  point  for  analysis  of  parking  requirement. 
One  should  not  assume  as  a  "given"  the  necessity  for  the  trans- 
ference of  these  "interim"  parking  spaces  to  a  permanent 
facility.     Thus,  alternative  B,  Use  Alternatives,  does  not 
automatically  generate  a  parking  'deficit'.     There  should  be 
a  thorough  analysis  of  what  the  desirable  parking  supply  should 
be.     The  quantity  of  parking  that  should  be  supplied  cannot  be 
determined  by  a  simplistic  extrapolation  of  current  consumption 
rates,  disguised  by  using  the  free-market  moniker  'demand'. 
Consumption  and  demand  are  not  the  same  entities.     The  decision 
on  quantity  of  parking  supply  should  be  based  on  broad  planning 
and  environmental  considerations,   including  urban  design,  stand- 
ards of  neighborhood  environment,  desirability  of  reversing  the 
degradation  of  street  and  pedestrian  environments,  and  the  de- 
sire to  increase  the  transit  modal  split.       The  analysis  should 
address  the  question:      'What  is  the  quantity  of  parking  supply 
that  is  good  for  the  city?',  not  the  question:    'What  is  the 
extrapolated  level  of  present  parking  consumption?'. 
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"The  statement  on  page   31    (IV-D,    #3  Parking  Impact)  that 
'the  proposed  garage  would  provide  additional  parking  spaces  in 
an  area  where  daytime  parking  demand  often  exceeds  supply'  does 
not  constitute,  by  any  stretch  of  the  imagination,   the  required 
analysis.       Actually,   projected  attendance  at  the  Performing 
Arts  Center  would  supply  an  excellent  source  of  patronage  for 
Municipal  Railway  lines  serving  the  area   (all  Market  Street  lines 
the  47-Van  Ness,   the  5-Fulton  and  the  21-Hayes),   as  well  as  BART 
With  the  exception  of  weekday  afternoon  trips  leaving  a  perform- 
ance,  trips  generated  by  the  Performing  Arts  Center  would  occur 
at  times  when  there  is  excess  capacity  on  these  lines.  Thus 
public  transit  would  provide  the  means  to  accommodate  the  travel 
generated  by  the  facility  at  the  least  marginal  cost,   in  terms 
of  public  services." 

Response   3 5 : 

The  parking  demand  was  based  on  in-depth  analyses  of  the  hist- 
orical and  existing  parking  supply  and  utilization  on  the  pro- 
ject site  as  well  as  the  area  with  falls  within  the  influence 
of  the  proposed  garage.     A  block-by-block  study  of  all  parking 
in  the  20  blocks  surrounding  the  proposed  garage  was  conducted 
in  both  the  weekday  afternoon  and  weekday  evening  hours  and  the 
resultant j^data  were  used  for  the  preparation  of  the  feasibility 
reports.       The  parking  requirement  did  not  assume  as  a  "given" 
the  necessity  for  transferring  the  "interim"  parking  spaces  to 
a  permanent  facility.     The  study  area  has  been  examined  for  other 
potential  parking  facilities  in  the  project  vicinity  which  could 
replace  the  displaced  parking  and  meet  additional  parking  needs. 

If  the  quantity  of  parking  supply  were  based  on  an  extra- 
polation of  current  consumption  rates,   then  one  might  conclude 
that  a  total  of  about  900  garage  spaces  would  be  required  to 
accommodate  all  the  motorists  for  a  single  evening  performance 
and  1800  spaces  for  a  concurrent  evening  performance.  Instead, 
parking  needs  were     estimated  based  on  such  factors  as    (1)  the 
seating  capacities  of  the  Performing  Arts  facilities,    (2)  patron 
characteristics,    (3)   quality  of  the  transit  services,    (4)  real- 
istic modal  split  projections.     The  proposed  garage  is  designed 
to  be  a  part  of  the  Performing  Arts  Center  and,   as  such,  its 
capacity  determination  was  based  on  maximum  utilization  of  the 
Performing  Arts  facilities  and  the  enhancement  of  the  garage's 
economic  feasibility. 

Looking  at  the  present  situation,  one  might  conclude  that  the 
existing  patronage  at  the  Opera  House  would  supply  an  excellent 
source  of  patronage  for  MUNI  and  BART.     Yet,  during  an  evening  ^ 
performance,  only  5  per  cent  of  the  patrons  use  public  transit. 


1  Revenues,  preliminary  Design  and  Cost  Estimates.     San  Fran- 
cisco Performing  Arts  Center  Parking  Garage,  Tudor  Engineer- 
ing Conpany,   November  1975  and  January  1977.     On  File  and 
available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  of  City  Plannin 

2  PAC  EIR,   p.  140 
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If  the  existing  transit  utilization  patterns  can  not  be  improved, 
and  no  major  changes  of  Muni  operations  at  the  project  area  are 
scheduled,  reliance  on  the  automobile  as  a  primary  transportation 
mode  to  the  Performing  Arts  Center  would  continue,  particularly 
during  evening  and  weekend  performances. 

Also,   see  Response  14  for  further  analysis  of  parking  demand, 
and  Response  1  for  transit  use  alternatives. 

Comment  36: 

"An  excellent  alternative  to  the  garage  would  be  the  creation 
of  an  investment  fund  with  the  capital   'earmarked'    for  garage 
construction.     The  interest  from  the  fund  could  be  used  to  sub- 
sidize any  additional  transit  service  required  by  the  Perform- 
ing Arts  Center,   such  as  possible  addition  of  late  night  or 
shuttle  services." 

Response  36 : 

The  capital  to  be  provided  for  garage  construction  would  be 
generated  through  sale  of  public  revenue  bonds,  to  be  retired 
by  revenues  derived  from  parking  garage  operation.  Proceeds 
from  such  a  bond  sale  could  not  be  used  for  creation  of  an 
investment  with  income  diverted  to  transit  subsidies,  as  in- 
come would  be  required  to  retire  the  bonds.     The  Performing 
Arts  facilities  themselves  are  expected  to  operate  at  an 
annual  loss,  as  described  in  Response  7,  and  would  also  not  be 
capable  of  providing  a  transit  subsidy  from  excess  income. 
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S.M.   Tatarian,   Director  of  Public  Works,   Department  of  Public 


Works 


Comment  37: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Transportation  section,  particularly  the 
Street  System/Parking   (Page  16)   and  Street  Capacity  and  Utiliz- 
ation  (Page  19),   and  find  them  reasonably  accurate. 

The  Transportation  and  Circulation  section   (Page  28-31)   was  also 
reviewed.     The  Parking  Impact  section   (Page  31)   was  addressed  in 
our  review  of  the  Tudor  Engineering  report  titled  Parking  Garage 
Revenue,   Preliminary  Design  and  Cost  Estimate.     At  that  time,  it 
was  found  that  their  projected  parking  demand  in  the  area  was  rea- 
sonably accurate  and  that  the  garage  would  satisfy  a  part  of  that 
demand.     We,   therefore,   judged  that  the  garage  did  satisfy  public 
necessity,     convenience  and  benefit. 

Response  37: 

No  Response 


Additional  Comments  Follow  In  Section  XIII   (D) . 
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C.     other  Revisions  to  Draft  EIR 


1.     Title  Page: 


Change  "Draft"  to  "Final";  change  "March  4,   1977",  to  "June  9 
1977";   delete  "Review  Period:  March  4,   1977-April  7,  1977"; 
add  "State  Clearinghouse  Number  77031529". 


2.     Table  of  Contents 


Insert  sections:  VIIG        Transit  Use  Alternative,  page  44a 

XIII         Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses, 
page  52 

A.  List  of  Persons,  Organizations  and 
Public  Agencies  Commenting  on  the 
Draft  EIR 

B.  Comments  and  Responses 

C.  Other  Revisions  to  Draft  EIR 
XIV        Certification  Resolution 


Insert  Figures: 


4A        Concert  Hall  Model,  page  8a 
4B        Architectural  Rendering,  Garage, 
page  8b 

SB        Building  Height  and  Location, 

Traffic  Lane  Dimensions,  page  13a 
IOC        Visual  Impact  Study,  page  38a 
lOD        Visual  Impact  Study,  page  38b 


Insert  Tables: 


2  Performing  Arts  Center  Implementa- 
tion Program,  page  11a 

3  Off-street  Parking  Rates  -  Public 
Facilities,  page  18a 


3.     Page  3,  Table  1,  under  Use  Elements,  change  "Rehearsal  Rooms 
to  "Rehearsal  Facilities". 


4.     Page  7,  end  of  first  paragraph:     Add  new  text: 

"The  parking  structure  was  removed  from  the  Commerce  High 
site  in  response  to  a  recommendation  by  the  Art  Commission 
that  other  sites  be  considered  for  the  garage,   in  order  to 
facilitate  the  design  of  concert  hall  facilities  on  that 
block. 1    That  decision  also  made  available  additional  space 
for  performing  arts  facilities  on  that  site. 


5.     Page  8,  top  line:     Delete  "or". 


6.     Page  8,   last  paragraph,   first  line:     Change  "The  project..." 
to  "The  proposed  garage..." 


1     Letter  of  April  21,   1977,   from  Samuel  B.   Stewart  President, 
Sponsors  of  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center,  Inc.,  to 
Department  of  City  Planning. 
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7.  Page  10,   first  sentence:     Change  "project"  to  "garage". 

8.  Page  36,   first  paragraph,   last  line:     Add  to  end  of 
sentence  "from  a  visual  and  a  land  use  perspective". 

9.  Page  39,   fourth  paragraph,   last  line:     Change  " (PAC  EIR) " 
to  "(PAC  EIR,   pp  46-47,  71)". 

10.  Page  40,   first  paragraph,   last  line:     Add  "pages  75-76". 

11.  Page  40,   second  paragraph,  penultimate  line:  Change 
"ordinace"  to  ordinance". 

12.  Page  46,  Author:     Add  "Transportation  Specialist:  Ed  Green". 

13.  Page  47,  S.F.  Redevelopment  Agency,  add  "John  Burr"  as  con- 
tact, and  include  address  and  telephone  number  of  A-2  Office. 

14.  Page  47,  S.F.  Municipal  Railway,  add  "Thomas  Matoff"  as 
contact . 
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D .       Modifications  and  Additions  to  Chapter  XIII 

This  section  has  been  prepared  to  respond  to  the  comments 
received  as  a  result  of  the  City  Planning  Commission  meeting 
of  April  28,   1977,  at  which  time  the  public  hearing  on  the 
draft  environmental  impact  report  was  reopened.     This  Section 
D  amends  Sections  A,  B  and  C  of  this  Chapter  and  adds  a  new 
Section  E. 

1 .       Miscellaneous  Revisions  to  Sections  XIII (A) ,  XIII (B)  and 
XIII  (C) 

a.  Pages  1  and  2:     Add  page  numbers  to  list  of  those  commenting, 
and  indicate  that  a  transcript  of  the  proceedings  is  on  file 
and  available  for  review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

b.  Page  2:     Add  Category  3,   Public  Hearing  of  April  28,  1977, 
and  identify  those  commenting  as  Commissioner  Susan  Bierman, 
City  Planning  Commission;  Mrs.   Bland  Piatt,   President,  Land- 
marks Preservation  Advisory  Board;   Paul  D.   Hardman,  Chairman, 
The  Pride  Foundation;  Commissioner  Charles  Starbuck,  City 
Planning  Commission;  Janet  Penley,  League  of  Women  Voters; 
Sue  C.   Hestor,   San  Francisco  Tomorrow;  Anna  Darden,  Haight- 
Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council  and  San  Francisco  Tomorrow; 
Commissioner  Gordon  Lau,  President,  City  Planning  Commission; 
Commissioner  Ina  Dearman,  City  Planning  Commission  (written 
notes),  and  Mrs.   Bland  Piatt,   President,  Landmarks  Preserva- 
tion Advisory  Board    (written  supplement) . 

c.  Typographical  errors: 


Page  5,   first  para.,   line  5:     Change  "preferred"  to  preferred" 

Page  7,   last  line.  Comment  3:     Change  "studies"  to  "studied". 

Page  9,   last  para.,   4th  line:     Change  "have"  to  "had". 

Page  16,   3rd  and  18th  lines:     Delete  initial  quotation  mark. 

Page  17,   5th  line:     Add  "...as  per  housing  policies..."; 

7th  line,  add  a  comma  after  "subsidies";   and  9th  line, 
change  "disignation"  to  "designation". 

Page  20,   line  2:     Change  "disucssing"  to  "discussing". 

Page  21,   1st  line:     Change  "Ashburg"  to  "Ashbury". 

Page  22,   line  8:     Change  "Icoated"  to  "located";   line  19, 
change  "near"  to  "next";   and  22nd  line,   change  "April 
22"  to  "April  21". 

Page  23,  end  of  line  5:     Add  "effects  on  the  urban  environ- 
ment of  increased...". 

Page  26,   2nd  line  of  Response  24:     Change  "8a"  to  "8b". 

Page  29,   line  10:     Change  "sponser's"  to  "sponsor's". 

Page  37,   line  10:     Capitalize  "persons";   line  18,  change 
"86"  to  "8b";   item  5,  change  "3"  to  "8". 

d.       Page  12,   1st  line  of  Response  7:     Identify  report  as  "of 
May  1976". 
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Page  18,  lines  8-10:  Change  "...on  file  and  available  for 
review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning"  to  "Appen- 
dix A"  . 

Page  27,   Response  27,    second  sentence:     Delete  in  its  entirety. 

Page  37,    item  1:     Change  "April  28,    1977"   to  "June  9,  1977" 
and  insert  at  end  "add   'State  Clearinghouse  Number 
77031529 ' . " 

Page  38,    following  last  line:     add  new  item  "13,   Page  47, 

S.F.   Redevelopment  Agency,   add   'John  Burr'   as  contact, 
and  include  address  and  telephone  number  of  Western 
Addition  A-2  Site  Office.";   and  new  item  "14,   Page  47, 
S.F.  Municipal  Railway,   add   'Thomas  Matoff'   as  con- 
tact. " 

Comments  and  Responses  on  Reopening  of  Public  Hearing 

Public  hearing  comments  have  been  summarized  in  this  section; 
the  actual  record  of  what  was  said  at  the  City  Planning  Com- 
mission meeting  of  April  28,    1977,   is  available  at  the  De- 
partment of  City  Planning,   in  the  file  for  this  report. 

Commissioner  Susan  Bierman 

Comment  38: 

The  report  should  indicate  how  many  people  lived  in  the 
residential  buildings  at  340,    350  and  360  Grove  Street. 

Response  38 : 

Response  11  provides  information  as  to  the  number  of  house- 
holds in  their  buildings,   and  when  they  left  the  buildings. 
Further  analysis  has  been  conducted  of  the  actual  number  of 
individuals  in  the  households,   and  Response  11,  paragraph 
3,   has  been  revised  in  part  to  include  the  following  informa- 
tion, which  would  be  added  to  the  text  of  the  report  follow- 
ing the  second  sentence  on  page  12: 

"Department  of  City  Planning  review  of  Redevelopment 
Agency  records  and  a  letter  of  May  19,   1977,  from 
Gene  Suttle,  Area  Director,  Western  Addition  Site 
Office    (see  Appendix  A)  indicates: 

Original  No.   of  Households:  48 
Total  Number  of  Households: 

(includes  move-ins):  95 
Original  No.   of  Occupants: 

(consisting  of  29  single- 
person  households,  15 
two-person  households, 
and  4  three-person  house- 
holds) :  71 


No.  of  Household  Vacations  by  Year: 


1967- 

68  : 

33 

(includes 

46 

original 

occupants) 

1969- 

70: 

14 

(includes 

10 

original 

occupants ) 

1971- 

72: 

13 

(includes 

6 

original 

occupants ) 

1973- 

74  : 

16 

(includes 

1 

original 

occupants) 

1975- 

76  : 

19 

(includes 

8 

original 

occupants ) 

Mrs.   Bland  Piatt,   President/  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory 
Board    (also  see  written  supplement  commencing  with  Comment 
61) 

Comment  39: 

The  responses  to  the  earlier  comments  are  not  sufficiently 
objective,  thorough  or  complete  for  certification  of  the 
final  environmental  impact  report,  and  there  are  too  many 
items  which  are  referenced  that  are  not  included.  These 
include  Mr.   Hamilton's  letter  of  April  6,   1977,  and  Mr. 
Stewart's  letter  of  April  21,   1977,  and  the  parking  facili- 
ties report  referenced  on  page  18  of  the  draft  report. 

Response  39: 

Allegations  as  to  objectivity,   thoroughness  and  complete- 
ness will  be  dealt  with  within  the  context  of  comments  and 
responses  concerning  specific  items.     With  respect  to 
referencing  rather  than  including  many  specific  items,  the 
State  EIR  Guidelines,   Section  15149,   Incorporation  by  Refer- 
ence, was  used  as  guide,  and  reads  as  follows: 

"15149.     Incorporation  by  Reference.      (a)  An  EIR  may 
incorporate  by  reference  all  or  portions  of  another 
document  which  is  a  matter  of  public  record  or  is 
generally  available  to  the  public.     Where  all  or  part 
of  another  document  is  incorporated  by  reference,  the 
incorporated  language  shall  be  considered  to  be  set 
forth  in  full  as  part  of  the  text  of  the  EIR. 

"        (b)   Where  part  of  another  document  is  incorporated 
by  reference,   such  other  document  shall  be  made  availa- 
ble to  the  public  for  inspection  at  a  public  place  or 
public  building.     The  EIR  shall  state  where  the  in- 
corporated documents  will  be  available  for  inspection. 
At  a  minimum,   the  incorporated  document  shall  be  made 
available  to  the  public  in  an  office  of  the  Lead  Agency 
in  the  county  where  the  project  would  be  carried  out  or 
in  one  or  more  public  buildings  such  as  county  offices 
or  public  libraries  if  the  Lead  Agency  does  not  have  an 
office  in  the  county. 
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"        (c)   Where  an  EIR  uses  incorporation  by  reference,  the 
incorporated  part  of  the  referenced  document  shall  be 
briefly  summarized  where  possible  or  briefly  described 
if  the  data  or  information  cannot  be  summarized.  The 
relationship  between  the  incorporated  part  of  the  refer- 
enced document  and  the  EIR  shall  be  described." 

However,   in  response  to  this  comment  and  others,   the  follow- 
ing items  formerly  referenced  rather  than  included  in  the 
report  will  be  attached  to  the  report  as  Appendix  A,  and 
the  text  changed  accordingly  in  the  appropriate  places: 

a.  Letter  of  April  21,    1977,   from  Samuel  B.  Stewart, 
President,   Sponsors  of  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts 
Center,   Inc. ,   to  Department  of  City  Planning. 

b.  Letter  of  February  10,  1977,  from  Gene  E.  Suttle ,  Area 
Director,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  to  Park- 
ing Authority. 

c.  Letter  of  February  16,   1977,    from  Tudor  Engineering 
Company  to  Mr.   Calvin  Malone,   Department  of  City  Plan- 
ning. 

c.     Letter  of  April  6,   1977,   from  Wilbur  W.  Hamilton, 

Executive  Director,   San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency, 
to  Honorable  Dorothy  von  Beroldingen,  Chairman,  Urban 
and  Consumer  Affairs  Committee,   Board  of  Supervisors. 

e.  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center  Parking  Garage, 
Revenues,   Preliminary  Design  and  Cost  Estimates,  Tudor 
Engineering  Company,   January  1977,   pp.    2,  4-11. 

f.  Fire  Department  Inspection  Report  of  February  7,  1977, 
by  Inspector  Thomas  P.  McCarthy,   and  letter  of  April 
15,   1977,   from  the  Fire  Department  to  the  Bureau  of 
Building  Inspection, 

Comment  40: 

The  EIR  is  misleading  and  incomplete  in  citing  the  residen- 
tial buildings  as  being  condemned.     Condemnation  does  not 
mean  that  a  building  has  to  be  torn  down,   as  the  order  can 
be  satisfied  by  fixing  up  a  specific  list  of  problems  cited 
as  needing  correction.     The  EIR  should  include  a  specific 
list  of  the  problems  with  the  residential  building.  The 
buildings  are  structurally  sound. 

Response  40: 

The  text  on  page  12  of  the  report,   following  the  second 
sentence,   has  the  following  language  inserted,   and  informa- 
tion on  code  violations  has  been  added  as  Appendix  B: 
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"under  condemnation,   the  owners  of  a  building  must  obtain 
the  necessary  permits  to  demolish  the  building  or  bring 
the  building  into  conformance  with  the  San  Francisco 
Building  Code  within  specified  time  periods.     A  listing 
of  the  violations  of  City  codes  is  included  as  Appendix 


Paul  D.   Hardman,  Chairman,  The  Pride  Foundation 
Comment  41: 

The  Fifth  and  Mission  Garage  has  an  average  daily  use  of 
3,500  in-and-out  cars    (as  per  Parking  Authority),  has  an 
occupancy  which  drops  to  800  after  8:30  p.m.    (as  per  Super- 
visor John  Molinari's  files);   and  has  a  falloff  in  business 
after  4:30  p.m.   and  less  business  on  Saturday  and  Sunday 
(as  per  discussion  with  Mr.   Onorato,  Managing  Director  of 
the  garage  corporation) .     In  the  evening  there  are  definitely 
at  least  300  stalls  open  after  4:30  to  6:30  p.m.,   and  1,000 
stalls  shortly  before  Performing  Arts  performances  would  take 
place  at  the  proposed  Concert  Hall,  about  four  minutes  away 
by  Muni.     The  EIR  should  contain  figures  on  the  garage  occu- 
pancy;  if  the  Fifth  and  Mission  Garage  can  accommodate  the 
parking,  the  Performing  Arts  Center  Garage  may  not  be  needed. 

Response  41: 

An  analysis  of  the  occupancy  of  the  Fifth  and  Mission  Garage 
has  been  added  to  the  report  as  Appendix  C.     This  includes 
a  letter  from  Margaret  Brady,  Director  of  the  Parking  Authority, 
the  average  weekday  parking  accumulation   (1977),   the  daily 
parking  totals,   a  comparative  statement  of  monthly  totals  in 
1975  and  1976,  daily  parking  accumulation    (1975),   and  parking 
duration   (1975).     Also  included  is  an  exchange  of  letters  be- 
tween S.E.  Onorato,  Managing  Director  for  the  garage  corpora- 
tion, and  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  and  an  estimated 
schedule  of  events  at  the  Opera  House  and  Concert  Hall, 
which  provides  an  indication  of  seasonal  parking  demand  for 
the  performing  arts  facilities.     In  response  to  this  comment, 
however,   in  "G.  Transit  Use  Alternative"    (page  4  4a,  added  as 
per  Response  1) ,  the  first  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph 
has  been  replaced  by  the  following: 

"The  Fifth  and  Mission  Parking  Garage  is  not  considered 
to  have  capacity  to  accommodate  parking  demand,  in  con- 
junction with  a  shuttle  service,   for  Performing  Arts 
matinee  performances;   it  reaches  almost  maximum  capa- 
city on  weekdays  until  early  evening.     The  proposed  garage, 
however,   is  not  expected  to  accommodate  many  matinee 
parkers  either,  due  to  its  use  for  Civic  Center  work- 
associated  parking.     The  Fifth  and  Mission  Garage  would 
have  the  capacity  to  accommodate  evening  performance 
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parking  demand,   but  not  on  all  such  occasions,   as  there 
is  little  excess  capacity  during  the  winter  holiday  shop- 
ping season  until  downtown  stores  close,   at  approximately 
9:00  p.m.      (Additionally,   the  effects  of  development  of 
the  Yerba  Buena  Center  area,   immediately  adjacent,  would 
tend  to  reduce  any  excess  capacity. )     Further  informa- 
tion concerning  this  is  included  in  Appendix  C  of  this 
report . " 

Comment  42: 

The  Comments  and  Responses  have  certain  allegations  in  it, 
or  makes  "...  suggestions  that  the  property  as  we  use  it  now 
may  be  used  improperly.     I  want  to  go  on  record  as  pointing 
out  that  we  have  applied  for  proper  permits.     We  have  per- 
mits to  do  certain  modifications.     We  have  asked  for  a  vari- 
ance in  the  structure  to  make  the  use  of  that  structure, 
which  we  use  at  330  Grove,   consistent  with  the  use  that  it 
has  had  for  ten  years  as  a  community  center. 

"No  one,   including  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  has  bothered  to 
reclassify  the  structure  for  its  actual  use. 

"We  have  approached,  we  are  filing  the  permits,  we  are  try- 
ing to  do  it  correctly.     So,   any  inference  that  we  have  per- 
formances in  there  with  650  people,  merely  because  I  make 
a  remark  that  it's  capable  of  housing  650  people  for  a  per- 
formance,  should  not  be  implied  that  we  are  breaking  the  law." 

Response  42: 

The  comment  refers  to  Response  12,  which  did  not  amend  the 
text  of  the  report.     Response  39  does,   however,  place  the 
referenced  material  in  Appendix  A.     Inspector  Devlin  of  the 
Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  has  indicated  that  permits  and 
plans  for  such  work  are  anticipated  from  The  Pride  Foundation, 
but  have  not  yet  been  filed    (telephone  conversation  of  June  2, 
1977)  . 

Commissioner  Charles  Starbuck,  City  Planning  Commission 
Comment  43: 

It  may  be  helpful  to  add  to  Table  3,  page  18a,   some  kind  of 
utilization  figures  for  all  of  the  parking  facilities  listed 
there,   and  include  the  Fifth  and  Mission  Garage. 

Response  43: 

Table  3  has  been  amended  to  include  the  Fifth  and  Mission 
Garage  and  utilization  figures  for  all  of  the  parking  facili- 
ties . 
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Janet  Penley ,   League  of  Women  Voters 
Comment  44: 

The  League  of  Women  Voters  opposes  the  building  of  the  garage 
based  on  transit  first  concepts,   constructing  the  garage  be- 
fore the  concert  hall  is  an  established  fact,   and  the  loss 
of  housing  on  the  site    (prepared  statement  reproduced  in  full 
at  end  of  this  chapter). 

Response  44: 

This  statement  relates  to  the  decision  on  the  garage  rather 
than  the  EIR.     However,   see  Responses  1,   2  and  11  for 
responses  relevant  to  the  reasons  cited  for  the  opposition. 

Sue  C.   Hestor,   Chairperson  of  Zoning  and  Housing  Committee , 
San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

Comment  45: 

Peripheral  parking  is  cutting  off  the  natural  transition  in 
San  Francisco  of  residential  areas  abutting  where  people  work; 
parking  is  being  placed  in  the  middle  of  residential  neighbor- 
hoods,  and  that  concern  should  appear  in  EIRs,   in  no  uncertain 
terms . 

Response  45: 

The  report  in  Section  III    (B)    5,  pp  20-22,  discusses  land  use. 
Master  Plan  and  Redevelopment  Plan  implications  for  the  site. 
The  block  includes  residential  development,  and  had  a  higher 
intensity  of  such  development  in  the  past,   but  the  blocks  to 
the  north,   northeast,   east  and  southeast  are  not  residential, 
and  the  Central  Skyway  forms  a  natural  boundary  to  the  west. 
The  garage  affects  the  Master  Plan,   specifically  the  Civic 
Center  Plan,   as  an  extension  of  Civic  Center  development 
rather  than  a  placement  in  the  middle  of  a  residential 
neighborhood . 

Anna  Darden,   President,   Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council, 
and  Secretary,   San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

Comment  46: 

This  purports  to  be  an  EIR  for  the  entire  Performing  Arts 
Center . 

Response  46: 

See  Section  II   (A),  page  2,  of  the  report  for  a  discussion  of 
this  matter. 


Comment  47: 

The  responses  to  the  earlier  comments  do  not  adequately  deal 
with  the  changes  in  performing  arts  facilities.  Specifically, 
there  is  no  discussion  of  what  is  going  to  happen  at  the 
extension  of  the  Opera  House  backstage  facilities. 

Response  47 : 

In  response  to  this  comment.   Table  1-A  has  been  added  on 
page  3a  to  supplement  Table  1,  page  3,   to  provide  information 
on  Opera  House  extension  facilities,   as  well  as  other  perform- 
ing arts  facilities. 

Comment  48: 

Written  commentary  from  the  Haight-Ashbury  Council  and  San 
Francisco  Tomorrow  was  presented,  but  not  included  or  even 
footnoted  in  the  EIR.     Letters  others  wrote  should  have 
been  reproduced  as  well. 

Response  48: 

Chapter  XIII  on  its  first  page  did  refer  to  Anna  Darden  as 
presenting  both  testimony  and  written  statements  for  each 
organization.     The  written  statements  were  originally  not 
proposed  for  inclusion  as  being  duplicative  of  the  testimony. 
In  response  to  this  comment,   however,   both  written  statements 
have  been  included  at  the  end  of  this  chapter,   in  Section  E. 
Letters  from  others  were  also  described  as  being  letters,  but 
only  excerpted  in  this  chapter;   they,   too,   are  to  be  included 
at  the  end  of  this  chapter  in  Section  E. 

Comment  49: 

The  EIR  gives  a  very  broad  definition  of  a  Performing  Arts 
Center,  and  doesn't  include  Samuel  Stewart's  letter  refer- 
ring to  its  present  status. 

Response  49: 

See  Responses  47  and  39,   and  the  earlier  Response  15.  Ad- 
ditionally,  a  letter  of  May  25,   1977,   from  Samuel  B.  Stewart, 
President,   Sponsors  of  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center, 
Inc.,   to  James  W.  Meyer,   Tudor  Engineering  Company,  pro- 
vides further  information,   and  has  been  included  in 
Appendix  A. 

Comment  50: 

Changes  are  being  proposed  at  the  Opera  House  extension, 
contrary  to  the  response  to  Ms.   Piatt's  comment;   Opera  House 
rehearsal  facilities,  which  included  a  duplicate  stage,  have 
been  moved  to  the  Commerce  High  School  site. 
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Response  50: 


See  Responses  47  and  49.     Additionally,   the  Opera  House  ex- 
tension was  to  house  some  rehearsal  rooms,   but  never  an 
Opera  rehearsal  space  with  duplicate  stage.     The  rehearsal 
rooms  are  still  included  for  the  extension,  while  Opera 
rehearsal  facilities,  with  staging,   have  now  been  made  availa- 
ble on  the  Concert  Hall  site.     In  1975,   there  was  an  effort 
to  accommodate  Opera  rehearsal  facilities  on  the  Concert 
Hall  site    (PAC  EIR,   p.    21),   but  further  analyses  indicated 
there  was  insufficient  space  as  long  as  the  garage  was  also 
included  on  that  site    (letter  of  May  25,   1977,   from  Samuel 
B.   Stewart,  Appendix  A) . 

Comment  51: 

Federal  general  revenue  sharing  funds  are  involved  in  the 
Performing  Arts  Center,  which  would  require  an  analysis  of 
effects  on  National  Register  properties. 

Response  51: 

The  Community  Development  Block  Grant  program  does  require 
such  an  analysis,   as  part  of  the  disbursement  of  special 
revenue  sharing  funds;   general  revenue  sharing  monies  do 
not,   however,   and  REsponse  2  9  remains  applicable. 

Commissioner  Susan  Bierman,   City  Planning  Commission 

Comment  52: 

The  Landmark  Preservation  Advisory  Board  should  be  included 
within  the  San  Francisco  review  and  approval  process  for 
the  project,  and  we  need  a  City  Attorney's  letter  as  to  how 
they  fit  into  the  review  process. 

Response  52: 

See  earlier  Response  28,  which  is  supplemented  by  a  letter 
from  the  City  Attorney  which  is  included  in  Appendix  A. 

Comment  53: 

Somebody  should  review  the  garage  in  terms  of  how  it  is 
going  to  fit  into  one  of  the  best  and  beautiful  Civic  Centers 
in  the  whole  country.     It  would  have  a  big  visual  impact. 

Response  53: 

The  proposed  garage  is  approximately  one  property  removed 
from  the  Civic  Center  borders,  as  defined  both  by  the  Core 


The  Performing  Arts  Center  has  had  $5  million  set  aside  for  its 
use  from  general  revenue  sharing  monies   (PAC  EIR,  pp.   23-25) . 
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Area  of  the  Civic  Center  Plan  and  the  boundaries  set  in  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  District  Nomination 
Form.     As  per  Section  II   (H) ,  pp.   10-11  of  the  report.  Art 
Commission  approval  would  be  required   (design  review  of 
public  buildings  is  allocated  to  the  Art  Commission  by  the 
City  Charter) .     Material  relevant  to  this  impact,  which  is 
discussed  in  Section  IV   (H) ,  p.   36,  of  the  report,   is  pro- 
vided by  the  architectural  rendering  on  page  8b  of  the  re- 
port,  as  per  Response  24,   the  photographic  views  provided 
on  pp.   23-25  of  the  report,   the  visual  impact  study  on  pp. 
37-28b,   and  the  visual  setting  analysis  in  Section  III  (B) 
6,  p.   22.     In  response  to  this  comment,   however,   the  follow- 
ing language  has  been  added  after  the  second  sentence  of  the 
second  paragraph  on  p.   36  of  the  report: 

"The  proximity  of  the  Civic  Center,   a  visually  important 
part  of  San  Francisco,  makes  the  design  of  the  garage 
a  particularly  sensitive  matter.     The  design  of  the 
garage  does  not  include  vertical  elements  on  the  Grove 
Street  frontage,  although  simple  columns  would  be  visibl 
on  the  east  facade.     Inclusion  of  columns  on  the  Grove 
Street  facade  might  help  relate  the  structure  to  (1) 
buildings  in  the  Civic  Center,  where  columns  and  other 
strong  vertical  elements  in  the  facades  are  balanced 
horizontally  by  ground  level  detailing  and  cornices, 
and   (2)   buildings  on  the  south  side  of  Grove  Street, 
which  typically  are  situated  on  27.5-foot  lots.  Addi- 
tionally,  the  elevator/stair  tower  at  the  southeast 
corner  of  the  garage,  occurring  as  it  does  between  the 
bulk  of  the  garage  structure  and  Civic  Center  buildings, 
tend  to  visually  separate  the  structure  from  the  Civic 
Center.     Finally,   the  auto  and  pedestrian  entrances  on 
Grove  Street  are  not  expressed  architecturally,   in  con- 
trast to  the  treatment  of  entrances  in  the  Civic  Center. 

Additionally,   language  concerning  mitigation  measures  has 
been  added  to  the  text  on  page  40,   following  the  third 
sentence : 

"However,   it  would  appear  that  the  garage  structure  would 
be  more  compatible  with  Civic  Center  buildings  if  ver- 
tical architectural  elements  were  included,   to  supple- 
ment the  street  trees  already  required  by  the  Art 
Commission,  and  if  the  top  floor  were  treated  more  in 
the  manner  of  a  cornice." 

Anna  Darden,  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council  and  San 
Francisco  Tomorrow 

Comment  54: 

It  is  illegal  not  to  consider  the  extension  to  the  Opera 
House  separately  from  other  parts  of  the  Performing  Arts 
Center. 
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Response  54: 

As  noted  on  page  7  of  the  report,   the  Opera  House  extension 
received  a  Negative  Declaration  on  May  5,  1975,  as  an  in- 
dividual project  apart  from  any  other  proposed  performing 
arts  facilities.     Since  that  time  there  have  been  no  ex- 
terior changes  and  no  substantive  changes  to  the  uses  pro- 
posed for  that  extension,  and  consequently,  no  additional 
environmental  review  has  been  required.     The  Opera  House 
extension  had  a  separate  approval  process  and  was  pursued 
independently  of  other  facilities  in  1975.     It  requires 
discussion  in  the  subject  environmental  review  only  as  a 
related  project,  as  set  forth  in  Section  15142  of  the  State 
EIR  Guidelines,  Description  of  Environmental  Setting,  which 
states : 

"Special  reference  to  related  projects,  both  public  and 
private,  both  existent  and  planned,   in  the  region  should 
also  be  included,   for  purposes  of  examining  the  possible 
cumulative  impact  of  such  projects." 

Comment  55: 

The  EIR  should  indicate  the  exact  source  of  the  Art  Commis- 
sion recommendation  that  the  parking  structure  be  moved  from 
the  Commerce  High  site,  as  per  Samuel  Stewart's  letter. 

Response  55: 

Samuel  Stewart,  President,  Sponsors  of  San  Francisco  Perform- 
ing Arts  Center,  Inc.,  responded  at  the  hearing  of  April  28, 
1977,  as  follows:  "...it  was  as  a  result  of  the  suggestion 
of  members  of  the  Architectural  Review  Committee  of  the  Art 
Commission  that  the  aesthetics .. .of  the  Symphony  Hall  would 
be  improved  if  we  moved  it  (the  garage)  to  this  other  loca- 
tion. " 

Commissioner  Susan  Bierman,  City  Planning  Commission 
Comment  56: 

Where  does  the  EIR  discuss  garage  financing?     It  should  in- 
clude more  information  as  to  operating  conditions,  and  ulti- 
mate disposition  of  any  surplus. 

Response  56: 

The  report  discusses  garage  financing  on  page  10  and  on  the 
new  page  11a,  added  as  per  Response  2.     In  response  to  this 
comment,  the  text  on  page  10,  at  the  end  of  Section  G,  has 
the  following  additional  language  inserted: 
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"A  financial  analysis  prepared  by  Blyth  Eastman  Dillon 
&  Co. ,  which  had  calculated  the  bond  issue  size  neces- 
sary to  finance  the  garage  at  $4,050,000,   indicated  that 
the  bonds  would  be  retired  within  25  years . 1     Any  sur- 
plus once  the  garage  were  retired  would  go  to  the  General 
Fund  of  the  City. " 

Additionally,  footnote  3  on  page  43,  referring  to  a  400-stall 
garage,  has  the  following  language  added  to  it: 

"The  letter  includes  a  financial  analysis  by  Blyth  East- 
man Dillon  &  Co.  which  calculated  a  bond  issue  of 
$3,140,000  and  indicated  that  the  bonds  would  be  retired 
within  28  years." 

Commissioner  Gordon  Lau,  President,  City  Planning  Commission 

Comment  57: 

The  EIR  should  include  more  information  as  to  why  the  resi- 
dential buildings  were  condemned,  as  the  Commission  is  on 
record  as  opposing  any  development  that  would  take  away  from 
the  San  Francisco  housing  stock.     The  public  should  be  re- 
assured that  the  three  buildings  were  not  allowed  just  to 
run  down  on  purpose  as  a  grand  plan  to  condemn  the  buildings 
and  then  eliminate  low-cost  housing. 

Response  57: 

Response  40  speaks  to  this  matter  of  condemnation.  Addi- 
tionally, at  the  hearing  of  April  28,   1977,  Gene  Suttle, 
Area  Director  of  the  Western  Addition  Redevelopment  Area 
A-2,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  responded  to  this 
comment  as  follows: 

"Our  policy  is,   in  relation  to  buildings  that  are  slated 
for  rehabilitation,  when  there  are  Code  violations... 
to  do  the  minimum  rehabilitative  work  that  is  required 
to  remove  the  life-safety  hazards  as  cited  by  the... 
(Department  of  Public  Works) . 

"We  have  done  that  on  several  buildings  slated  for  re- 
habilitation, and  brought  up  to  standard  the  units  in 
which  the  tenants  have  resided.  We  have  promised  the 
Judge  that,  and  have  proceeded  expeditiously  to  offer 
the  buildings  to  the  general  public  for  sale  and  re- 
habilitation, so  that  the  General  Code  deficiencies 
also  could  be  resolved  in  the  structure. 

"On  a  building  such  as  this,  which  has  always  been  slated 
for  acquisition,  which  in  the  Plan  means  demolition,  the 
Agency's  budget  is  insufficient  to  warrant  expending  the 


Letter  of  December  16,   1976,   from  T.  E.   Comerford,   Senior  Vice 
President,  Blyth  Eastman  Dillon  &  Co. ,  Incorporated,  to  James 
W.  Meyer,  Tudor  Engineering  Company,  See  Appendix  A. 
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levels  of  money  on  these  structures.  Before  the  build- 
ings were  cited,  we  did  use  these  buildings  for  what  we 
call  Phase  Relocation  Effort  in  the  A-2  project. 

"I  think... that  there  were  some  40  move-ins,   45  move-ins 
(to  these  buildings).     We  did  use  this  for  staging,  un- 
til a  point  at  which  we  did  have  Code  citations,  and  a 
concern  about  the  life-safety  hazards  of  the  structures. 
The  Agency's  dwindling  budget  from  the  Community  Develop- 
ment Fund,   in  terms  of  property  management,  v^ould  not 
allow  us  to  proceed  on  buildings  slated  for  demolition 
to  make  the  repairs. 

"In  the  main,  most  of  the  tenants  moved  out  because  of 
the  independent  plans  of  their  own,  not  because  of  the 
condition  of  the  building,  or  because  they  were  given 
notices  to  move." 

Commissioner  Ina  Dearman,  City  Planning  Commission 


Comment  58: 

In  Response  7,  at  what  parking  charges  are  the  garage  costs 
and  revenues  estimated? 

Response  58: 

Response  7  refers  to  the  Stanford  Research  Institute  study 
of  May  1976,  which  in  turn  referred  to  a  Tudor  Engineering 
Company  Report  on  Revenues,  Preliminary  Design,  and  Cost 
Estimates  of  November  1975. 

An  increased  garage  parking  net  revenue  of  at  least  $24,000, 
as  stated  in  the  Stanford  study,  was  derived  from  p.    20  of 
the  Tudor  Engineering  Company  report.     The  parking  rate  struc- 
ture employed  for  the  revenue  estimate  was  based  on  the  post- 
July  1975  parking  rates,   adjusted  for  a  10  percent  rate 
increase  in  Fiscal  Years  1977-78  and  1980-81, with  final 
figures  as  shown  below. 


Monthly,   all  day 

$39. 

66 

Transient,  daily 

1  hour 

0. 

36 

2  hours 

0. 

73 

3  hours 

1. 

15 

4  hours 

1. 

63 

Daily  maximum 

2. 

72 

Weekend  matinee  performances 

1. 

51 

Evening  performances 

1. 

52 

Comment  59: 

j  In  Response  11,  does  rehabilitation  of  the  properties  need 

a  larger  public  subsidy  than  the  garage? 
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Response  59: 


The  garage  does  not  involve  a  public  subsidy,   as  it  would  be 
funded  by  revenue  bonds  which  would  be  paid  off  over  time, 
with  any  surplus  going  to  the  City   (see  Response  56,  and 
Section  II    (G) ,   page  10) .     Rehabilitation  of  the  properties 
is  addressed  by  a  letter  of  April  29,   1977,   from  Wilbur  W. 
Hamilton,   Executive  Director,   San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency,   to  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  which  has  been  included 
in  Appendix  A.     In  response  to  this  comment,   the  amendment 
to  Section  VII    (G) ,   as  set  forth  in  Response  11,   has  the 
language  "...most  likely  with  large  public  subsidies..." 
deleted,   and  the  following  new  language  added: 

"The  Redevelopment  Agency  has  estimated  the  base  costs 
of  rehabilitating  the  buildings  as  follows,   based  upon 
staff's  knowledge  and  analysis  of  the  buildings. 


330  Grove  Street       -     $273,000  to  $350,000 

(conversion  to  20  one-bedroom  units  estimated 
at  $819,000) 

340  Grove  Street  -  $296,670  to  $376,670  ($13,000  per  unit) 
350  Grove  Street  -  $315,000  to  $420,000  ($20,400  per  unit) 
360  Grove  Street       -     $210,000  to  $280,000    ($14,000  per  unit) 


Comment  60: 

Can  information  be  provided  as  to  how  fully  the  nearby 
garages  are  used? 

Response  60: 

Such  information  has  been  added,   as  per  Response  43. 
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Mrs.   Bland  Piatt,   President,   Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory 


Board 


Comment  61: 

"At  the  City  Planning  Commission  meeting  of  April  28,   1977,  I 
asked  that  the  public  hearing  be  re-opened  on  the  above  to 
allow  testimony  on  the  Comments  and  Responses  which  I  did  not 
feel  adequately  presented  the  questions  I  had  asked  on  behalf 
of  the  Landmarks  Board  at  the  April  7  hearing.     Further,  the 
Responses  to  those  comments  were  inadequate  being  neither 
sufficiently  objective,   complete  or  thorough  to  allow  certifi- 
cation . 

"Additional  concerns  relate  to  not  having  received  the  Comments 
and  Responses  until  two  days  prior  to  the  hearing  which  was 
barely  sufficient  time  for  my  review,   and  made  review  by  the 
Landmarks  Board  members,   individually  or  collectively,  impossi- 
ble.    Review  by  the  Board  was  particularly  important,   for  this 
later  document  contained  a  design  for  the  garage  which  was 
necessary  if  the  Board  was  to  comment  on  possible  impacts  the 
garage  might  have  on  the  Civic  Center  area,  which  is  a  potential 
Historic  District  at  both  the  local  and  federal  levels.  On 
May  18,   1977,   the  Landmarks  Board  did  review  and  discuss  this 
matter.     The  following,   therefore,   represents  the  unaminous 
views  of  those  present." 

Response  61: 

A  copy  of  Chapter  XIII,   Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses,  was 
mailed  to  those  who  had  commented  on  the  environmental  impact 
report  at  the  same  time  copies  were  delivered  to  the  City 
Planning  Commission.     This  mailing  to  those  commenting  was  done 
as  a  courtesy,   and  no  review  of  the  comments  and  responses 
was  solicited  or  anticipated,   inasmuch  as  the  public  hearing 
had  been  closed  and  the  review  period  had  expired.  The 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act,   the  State  EIR  Guidelines 
and  Chapter  31  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  make 
no  provision  for  public  review  and  comment  on  the  summary  of 
comments  and  responses. 

Comment  62: 

"The  Landmarks  Board  (in  its  Comment  23)  was  asking  for  dis- 
cussion of  the  architectural  and  historical  quality  of  these 
buildings  which  means  an  architectural  description  including 
architectural  styling,  date  or  period  of  construction,  various 
uses  over  time,  etc.,  as  well  as  an  analysis  of  their  archi- 
tectural contributions  to  the  physical  urban  environment,  in 
this  case  the  immediate  neighborhood. 

"This  response    (Response  23)   clearly  does  not  respond  to  the 
information  asked  for.     Additionally,   the  response  refers  to  the 
fact  that  the  buildings  are  not  included  in  the  Department  of 
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city  Planning 's  Survey  of  Architecturally  Significant  Buildings 
which  is  not  relevant  in  that  that  "survey"  is  only  a  visual 
inventory  which  has  not  been  adopted  by  anyone  to  the  best  of 
our  knowledge.     At  present,   the  Department  should  only  use  this 
information  informally  as  one  small  part  of  a  body  of  informa- 
tion,  at  least  until  its  worth  and  effectiveness  can  be  demon- 
strated.    It  would  have  been  more  appropriate  to  cite  other 
surveys  and  inventories  which  have  been  adopted,   although  only 
the  Redevelopment  Agency's  files  are  likely  to  include  the 
information  requested. 

"If  the  Landmarks  Board's  request  is  not  appropriate  to  the  EIR, 
it  should  be  so  noted.     Otherwise,  we  could  not  consider  the 
document  complete  until  the  author  supplies  that  information. 
Our  purpose  in  requesting  this  information  in  the  preparation 
of  an  EIR  is  to  give  decision  makers  as  much  information  as 
possible  with  which  to  work,   and  we  do  not  feel  an  informed 
decision  can  be  made  about  a  new  project  without  an  evaluation  of 
what  will  be  lost." 

Response  62: 

Response  23  responded  to  what  was  assumed  a  narrower  Comment  23 
than  what  was  evidently  intended.     The  Department  of  City 
Planning  survey  was  considered  relevant  as  a  city-wide  visual 
inventory  which  could  provide  some  basis  for  comparision  of 
visual  quality  of  buildings;   although  it  has  not  been  formally 
adopted,   it  does  provide  a  readily-available  resource.  No 
other  surveys  or  inventories  are  known  of  that  may  have  been 
compiled  or  adopted  which  cover  structures  on  the  garage  site. 
As  to  whether  the  Landmarks  Board's  request  is  appropriate  to 
the  EIR,   the  State  EIR  Guidelines  includes  Section  15150, 
Standards  for  Adequacy  of  an  EIR,  which  provides  some  guidelines 
as  to  contents  of  an  EIR. 

"15150.     Standards  for  Adequacy  of  an  EIR.     An  EIR  should 
be  prepared    with  a  sufficient  degree  of  analysis  to 
provide  decision  makers  with  information  which  enables 
them  to  make  a  decision  which  intelligently  takes  account 
of  environmental  consequences.     An  evaluation  of  the 
environmental  effects  of  a  proposed  project  need  not  be 
exhaustive,  but  the  sufficiency  of  an  EIR  is  to  be  re- 
viewed in  the  light  of  what  is  reasonably  feasible.  Dis- 
agreement among     experts  does  not  make  an  EIR  inadequate. 
The  courts  have  looked  not  for  perfection  but  for 
adequacy,  completeness,  and  a  good  faith  effort  at  full 
disclosure . " 

The  architectural  and  historical  quality  of  the  buildings  was 
not  considered  relevant  for  inclusion  in  the  report,   as  none 
were  found  noteworthy.     In  response  to  this  comment,  however, 
and  operating  within  the  constraints  of  what  is  reasonably 
feasible,   the  following  information  has  been  added  to  the  text 
on  page  12,   following  the  sentence  added  as  per  Response  3: 
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"The  three  residential  buildings  were  constructed  in  the  1920 's, 
and  are  typical  apartment  buildings  of  that  period,  with  360 
Grove  Street  having  a  relatively  distinctive  cornice.  The 
non-residential  building  was  constructed  in     approximately  1910, 
and  is  a  Mission  Revival  style  building  with  a  scale  and  character 
which  is  compatible  with  Civic  Center  buildings." 

Additionally,   the  following  language  has  been  added  to  the  text 
on  page  20,   to  conclude  the  third  sentence  of  the  first 
paragraph  of  section  5,  by  describing  the  buildings  on  the 
opposite  frontage  of  the  site  as  "with  no  distinguishing 
architectural  features." 

Comment  63: 

"Very  simply,   the  Landmarks  Board    (in  its  Comment  24)   was  asking 
for  a  conceptual  design  of  the  proposed  structure,  without 
which  we  could  not  assess  potential  impacts  on  a  proposed 
National  Register  Historic  District. 

"(Response  24)    indicates  a  rendering  is  now  included  on  page 
8a.     Our  document  shows  it  as  page  8b,  Figure  4B;   page  8a 
shows  the  new  concept  for  the  Performing  Arts  Center  itself. 
However,   the  Landmarks  Board  feels  that  the  Xerox  with  which 
they  were  working  was  at  the  very  least  too  unclear  although 
it  is  possible  that  it  is  simply  inaccurate.     Therefore,  the 
Board  asked  staff  on  May  18th  for  an  original  rendering  which 
was  not  available  at  that  time.     The  Landmarks  Board  hopes  to 
have  this  information  for  its  June  1  meeting  after  which  a 
complete  statement  can  be  added  to  this  section. 

"Returning  to  the  original  response,   the  two  paragraphs  cited 
from  the  "Report  on  Revenues,  Preliminary  Design,   etc."  are 
completely  meaningless  to  us  as  even  a  partial  response,  and 
we  submit  that  these  are  probably  equally  meaningless  to  the 
rest  of  the  citizenry.     However,   if  these  paragraphs  are  con- 
sidered so  important,   they,   along  with  other  documents  listed 
below,   should  have  been  included  in  the  text  in  the  first 
place.     We  support  condensing  EIR's,  but  not  the  point  of 
not  having  sufficient  information  at  hand  to  work  with.  Few 
of  us  has  time  to  run  to  the  Department  for  needed  information 
especially  on  short  notice,   nor  should  we  be  expected  to  do  so." 

Response  63: 

Response  24  has  been  revised  to  indicate  the  rendering  as 
page  8b.     On  receipt  of  this  comment,   staff  requested  that 
Tudor  Engineering  Company  provide  an  original  of  the  rendering 
for  the  Landmarks  Board  meeting  of  June  1,   1977.     The  two 
paragraphs  which  were  cited  were  included  only  in  the  Summary 
of  Comments  and  Responses  chapter,   and  referenced  in  the  text, 
as  it  was  thought  the  wording  did  not  provide  more  useful 
information  to  the  average  reader  than  the  text  already  included 
on  page  8.     With  respect  to  referencing  materials,   see  Response  39. 
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Comment  64 : 


Additional  views  that  were  requested   (in  Comment  2  5)   are  now 
included   (by  Response  25) ,  but  are  not  adequately  marked  as 
to  position  of  photographer,  angle,  direction,  etc.  See 
Figure  IOC  -  page  38a.     Still  others  from  other  angles  and 
positions  would  be  helpful. 

Response  64: 

In  response  to  this  comment, the  additional  views  have  been 
marked  as  requested,   in  a  manner  identical  to  the  photographs 
originally  included.     Other  photographs  have  not  been  added, 
as  the  visual  impact  photographs,   together  with  the  photographs 
of  the  surrounding  area,  provide  15  views  already,  which  are 
considered  sufficient. 

Comment  65: 

" (Comment  26)  asks  for  changes  to  design  of  Performing  Arts 
Center  itself  with  the  removal  of  the  garage  from  that  site 
location  to  the  contemplated  site.  Obviously,  removing  the 
garage  to  another  location  will  change  that  design. 

"(Response  26)   refers  reader  to  Response  15  which  obviously  has 
no  bearing  on  this  which  asks  for  design  changes ,  not  use 
changes . " 

Response  65: 

The  original  Comment  26  referred  to  "changes",  without  speci- 
fying either  "use"  or  "design".     Response  15  responds  to 
changes  both  in"use"  and  "design",  by  including  an  analysis 
of  "use"  changes  and  a  photograph  of  the  model  of  the  Perform- 
ing Arts  Center  concert  hall  facility. 

Comment  66: 

"(With  reference  to  Comment  27,)   the  Landmarks  Board  reviewed 
and  approved  certain  changes  which  have  been  proposed  for  the 
Opera  House  Extension.     Since  that  time,   changes  have  been  made 
in  the  suggested  uses  of  that  extension.     Will  these  use 
changes  necessitate  changes  in  the  design  of  the  Extension 
itself? 

"'No  changes  are  proposed  for  the  Opera  House  Extension'   is  adequate 
(in  Response  27) .     The  remainder  of  the  response  should  be 
deleted  to  avoid  unnecessary  conflict  now  and/or  in  the  future. 
The  author  is  correct  that  the  designating  ordinance  for  the 
War  Memorial  Complex  recognized  the  authority  of  the  War 
Memorial  Trustees  with  regard  to  the  Complex.     However,  in 
public  hearings  before  the  Planning, Housing  and  Development 
Committee  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  in  subsequent  dis- 
cussions between  the  staff  and  the  City  Attorney,   it  was  agreed 
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that  the  Landmarks  Board  would  have  the  right  of  review  and 
comment  on  proposed  changes." 

Response  66: 

In  response  to  this  comment,  Response  27  has  been  modified 
to  include  only  the  first  sentence,  which  is  cited  in  this 
comment  as  adequate. 

Comment  67: 

" (With  reference  to  Comment  28)   the  Landmarks  Board  is  not 
cited  as  an  agency  for  future  review  of  these  and  subsequent 
changes  to  the  Performing  Arts  Center  complex.     The  Board  asks 
to  be  included. 

"(Response  28)    states  that   '...there  are  no  such  procedures 

at  present  which  establish  review  of  the  garage  by  the  Landmarks 

Preservation  Advisory  Board.'     The  Landmarks  Board  seriously 

questions  this  statement.     Civic  Center  has  been  submitted  for 

the  National  Register,   and  is  being  held  by  California's 

Office  of  Historic  Preservation  to  allow  the  City  to  prepare 

the  legislation  necessary  for  local  designation.     In  the  interim, 

all  aspects  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  are 

applicable,   and  the  garage  may  well  have  a  design  impact  on 

a  potentially  eligible  National  Register  District  within  which 

Federal  funds,   licenses  and  permits  are  in  effect." 

Response  67  : 

See  Response  52,  which  addresses  this  concern  in  a  similar  comment. 
Comment  68 : 

"(Comment  29)    asks  for  analysis  of  potential  impacts  on  the 
Civic  Center  Historic  District  due  to  the  pending  listing  on 
the  National  Register. 

"(Response  29)    suggests  that  since  the  garage  is  across  the 
street  from  the  Historic  District  and  since  the  garage  has  no 
Franklin  Street  frontage,   there  could  be  no  impact.     This  is 
not  an  appropriate  assumption  under  the  requisite  laws. 

"(Response  29)   also  refers  to  Responses  24  and  25  which  are  not 
applicable  to  the  question  asked.     See  page  26. 

"(Response  29)    says  there  are  no  Federal  funds  involved  in  the 
project  which  would  require  specific  review  and  analysis.  This 
is  at  best  debatable,  and  could  only  be  substantiated  by  the 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  based  on  a  factually 
accurate  written  request.     The  City  Attorney  is  not  qualified 
to  make  such  a  determination." 
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Response  68: 

Response  29  is  not  intended  to  suggest  that  there  could  be 
no  impact  on  the  Civic  Center;   rather,   it  provides  a  summary 
of  the  situation  and  indicates  where  pertinent  information 
may  be  found  in  the  report.     Responses  24  and  25  provide 
information  which  may  be  used  to  evaluate  these  impacts  and  were, 
therefore,   cited  in  the  response,  also  see  Response  53.  The 
project  does  not  involve  Community  Development  Block  Grant  or 
701  monies,   and  consequently  does  not  involve  Federal  environ- 
mental review  at  the  local  level  which  would  require  specific 
review  and  analysis    (Also  see  Response  51) . 

Comment  69: 

(This  and  the  following  Comments  70-74  are  comments  only 
from  Mrs.  Piatt) 

"Page  9  -  Response  4  -  Paragraph  2. 

"This  whole  paragraph  should  be  reviewed  for  accuracy.  As 
of  April  27th,   the  day  before  the  Commission  hearing,  there 
were  quite  a  number  of   'moveable  furnishings'   in  all  the  build- 
ings.    There  were  also  no  signs  of  a  fire.     The  buildings  are 
structurally  stable  and  rehab  would  not  be  as  complex  as  many 
I  have  encountered. 

"Question  --  What  is    'a  regular  free-lance  move'?     Sounds  like 
Redevelopment  jargon  for  something  of  questionable  legality. 
Certainly  doesn't  seem  appropriate  to  an  unbiased  EIR  unless 
it  can  be  explained." 

Response  69: 

The  paragraph  was  reviewed  on  June  1,   1977,  with  John  Burr 
of  the  Redevelopment  Agency,   from  whom  the  original  information 
was  obtained.     Mr.   Burr  reiterated  that  moveable  furnishings 
had  been  removed,  but  that  perhaps  some  "junk"  remained. 
Agency  memoranda  on  file  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning, 
referenced  in  Response  4,  provide  backup  information  relative 
to  the  fire  in  350  Grove  Street,  which  had  been  cited  in  an 
April  6,   1977, letter  from  the  Redevelopment  Agency   (added  to 
Appendix  A  as  per  Response  39)   to  Supervisor  von  Beroldingen. 
The  further  conversation  with  Mr.   Burr  indicated  that  laborers 
were  hired  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  to  clear  the  premises, 
and  that  no  free-lance  mover  had  been  involved.     The  text  in 
Response  4  has  been  changed  to  indicate  that  laboters  hired  for 
that  purpose  had  been  requested  to  clear  the  premises. 

Comment  70: 

"The  following  items  which  are  referenced  seem  to  be  sufficiently 
important  to  be  included  directly  and  in  full: 

Letter  from  Wilbur  Hamilton,  Executive  Director,  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  dated  April  6,  1977. 
See  pages  6  and  16. 
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Listing  of  other  parking  facilities  probably  should 
have  been  included  in  the  original,  but  since  the  point 
has  been  raised,   the  full  list  should  now  be  included  in 
the  document. 

Letter (s)    from  Samuel  B.   Stewart  dated  April  22,  1977 
(page  22),   and  April  21,   1977    (page  37).     The  latter 
apparently  concerns  an  Art  Commission  request  that  con- 
sideration be  given  to  putting  the  garage  in  a  location 
other  than  on  the  Commerce  High  site.     Since  there  may 
be  some  disagreement  over  the  request,   this  letter  would 
be  helpful  to  all  decision  makers." 

Response  70: 

These  items  have  all  been  added  as  requested.  Also, 

see  Response  39,  and  Table  3  which  was  added  as  per  Response  22,  as 

amended  by  Response  43. 

Comment  71: 

"(There  are)    incomplete  and  misleading  statements: 

Page  16       "These  buildings  are  not  habitable  due  to  code  vio- 
lations and  fire  damage."     As  stated  above,  a  visit 
to  the  site  on  April  27th  revealed  no  fire  damage. 
The  only  reason  the  buildings  are  not  habitable  is 
that  they  have  been  left  vacant  and,   therefore,  sub- 
ject to  vagrants  some  of  whom  may  have  been  responsible 
for  removing  certain  decorative  and/or  functional 
elements . 

"The  buildings  may  well  have  been  condemned.  Code 
violations  are  not  uncommon  in  San  Francisco.  However, 
condemnation  does  not  mean  rehabilitation  is  impossible; 
it  simply  means  that  the  owner,   in  this  case,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  has  not  applied  for  the  requisite 
permits  to  correct  the  cited  deficiencies. 

"Considering  the  fact  that  the  buildings  have  been 
vacant  for  some  period  of  time,  they  are  in  extremely 
good  condition.     Many  moveable  fixtures  were  still 
in  place  on  the  date  of  the  personal  inspection 
cited  above  although  utilities  have  been  turned  off 
to  discourage  vagrants  and  to  help  ensure  against 
fire . 

Page  17       Paragraph  one  -  remainder  of  Response  11. 

Indicates  that  rehab  is  "most  likely"  possible  only 
with  "large  public  subsidies".     There  is  no  informa- 
tion available  to  substantiate  such  a  comment.  And 
there  is  no  reason  to  suspect  that  private  developers 
wouldn't  be  interested  if  the  buildings  were  offered  for 
rehab  as  housing.     Rehab  costs  and  the  interest  of 
developers  has  not  been  explored  as  the  Agency  has 
previously  contemplated  demolition." 


Ill 


Response  71: 


With  respect  to  comments  on  page  16,   see  Responses  69    (as  to 
fire  and  moveable  furnishings) ,   57    (as  to  Redevelopment  Agency 
policy)   and  40    (as  to  condemnation) .     With  respect  to  comments 
on  page  17,   see  Response  59. 

Comment  72: 

"(There  are)    typographical  errors. 

"Page  7,  paragraph  6  -   'studies'   should  be  'studied' 

"Page  20,  paragraph  1  -  correct  'discussing' 

"Page  21,  paragraph  1  -  should  be  'Ashbury' 

"Page  29,  paragraph  1  -  should  be  'sponsor' 

Response  72: 

These  typographical  errors  have  been  corrected  as  noted. 
Comment  73: 

"Check  the  following  for  sense: 

Page  8 ,  comment  4  -  paragraph  5 
Page  10,   comment  5  -  paragraph  2 

Page  19,  comment  14  -  first  and  last  paragraphs" 
Response  73: 

These  comments  have  been  reviewed  and  compared  with  the  official 
transcript , and  hearing  notes,   and  appear  accurate.  The 
first  paragraph  of  Comment  14,  however,  has  a  question  mark  and 
quotation  marks  added  as  punctuation,   to  make  the  statement 
clearer . 

Comment  74: 

" (In  Summary)    I  thank  the  Commission  for  re-opening  testimony 
on  April  28th,   and  hope  the  above  will  result  in  a  more  complete, 
objective  and  thorough  EIR.     This  is  a  particularly  important 
one  to  the  Landmarks  Board  as  it  could  set  future  policy 
as  far  as  we  are  concerned.     Further,   it  is  one  of  a  number 
of  proposed  projects  presented  to  the  Commission  recently  that 
the  Commission  does  not  seem  empowered  to  review  as  projects 
following  adoption  of  the  EIR.     For  this  reason,   the  EIR  must 
contain  as  much  material  as  possible  to  allow  other  decision 
makers  as  many  different  points  of  view  as  possible. 

"Additionally,   I  am  concerned  with  the  subjectivity  shown  by 
the  Comments  and  Response  in  general; the  Landmarks  Board, 
having  only  reviewed  the  sections  applicable  to  its  jurisdiction 
shares  that  concern.     Had  the  Comments  and  Responses  been 
prepared  by  proponents  of  the  project,   the  above  would  be 
understandable  although  a  lesson  for  the  Commission  in  the 
need  for  careful  reading." 

Response  74: 
No  response. 
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Nancy  C.  Lenvin,  Managing  Attorney/   San  Francisco 
Neighborhood  Legal  Assistance  Foundation 

Comment  75: 

"Please  be  advised  that  this  office  represents  Tenants  and 
Owners  in  Opposition  to  Redevelopment   (TOOK) ,   the  Central 
City  Coalition,  and  other  community  organizations  of  low 
income  and  elderly  persons.     On  behalf  of  these  clients  and 
many  of  our  individual  clients  living  in  substandard  hous- 
ing in  the  Central  City  area,  we  hereby  formally  oppose  the 
construction  of  a  parking  garage  on  Grove  Street  between 
Gough  and  Franklin. 

"At  the  present  time  there  are  three  apartment  buildings 
owned  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  on  the  site.  With 
reference  to  these  dwellings,  we  are  dismayed  that  the 
draft  environmental  impact  report  merely  states: 

'As  the  site  is  within  the  Western  Addition  Redevelopment 
Area  and  is  scheduled  for  clearance  before  any  trans- 
fer to  a  developer,  the  loss  of  existing  structures 
(and  former  uses)   on  the  site  is  not  considered  an 
impact  of  the  project  itself.' 

As  housing  is  the  present  use,  we  feel  the  draft  environ- 
mental impact  report  is  inadequate  in  this  regard. 

"As  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and  this  Commission  is 
well  aware,  there  is  an  acute  housing  shortage  in  San 
Francisco.     Low  and  moderate  income  individuals  simply 
cannot  find  safe,  decent,  sanitary  housing  they  can  afford. 
My  clients  believe  that  permitting  the  destruction  of  these 
housing  units  to  make  way  for  a  parking  garage  is  uncon- 
scionable . 

"We  understand  there  are  elevators  in  each  of  those  resi- 
dential buildings,  making  them  ideal  for  senior  citizens 
or  the  handicapped.     We  understand  the  buildings  are  old 
and  are  in  need  of  repair.     We  are  not  convinced,  however, 
that  rehabilitating  rather  than  demolishing   (in  classic 
Redevelopment  Agency  style)   isn't  the  wiser  and  more  econo- 
mic course  for  this  city  to  pursue. 

"There  is  some  question  whether  the  new  Performing  Arts 
Center  will  ever  be  built.     If  it  is  not  built,  certainly 
there  is  no  need  for  a  parking  garage.     In  the  interim  we 
urge  this  Commission  to  support  the  position  that  the  Re- 
development Agency  should  be  urged  to  not  only  preserve  the 
existing  housing  structures  but  to  develop  that  block  with 
low  and  moderate  income  housing  units." 

Response  75: 

The  effect  on  the  existing  structures  on  the  site  has  been 
addressed  by  Responses  3,   11,   40,  57,   59  and  62,  and  the 
phasing  of  the  garage  with  respect  to  the  Performing  Arts 
Center  is  discussed  in  Response  2. 
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SECTION  E 


Text  of  Written  Comments  Received 


Index 

Letter  of  T.   R.   Lammers ,   District  Director, 
Department  of  Transportation,  State  of 
California   (April  5,  1977) 

Letter  of  T.   R.   Lammers    (April  7,  1977) 

Letter  of  Anna  Darden,  President,  Haight- 

Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council    (April  7,  1977, 
presented  as  oral  testimony  at  Public  Hearing 
of  April  7,  1977) 

Letter  of  Jerry  Levine,   President,   San  Francisco 
Tomorrow   (April  7,   19  77,  presented  as  oral 
testimony  by  Anna  Darden  at  Public  Hearing 
of  April  7,  1977) 

Letter  of  Milton  Feldstein,  Deputy  Air  Pollution 
Control  Officer,   Bay  Area  Air  Pollution 
Control  District   (April  11,  1977) 

Letter  of  Thomas  Matoff,  Acting  Director  of 
Transportation,   San  Francisco  Municipal 
Railway   (April  14,  1977) 

Letter  of  S.  M.   Tatarian,  Director  of  Public 
Works,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
(April  20,  1977) 

Statement  of  Paul  D.   Hardman,  Chairman,  The 
Pride  Foundation   (presented  as  oral  testimony 
at  Public  Hearing  of  April  28,  1977) 

Statement  of  Janet  Penley,  Vice  President, 
League  of  Women  Voters  of  San  Francisco 
(presented  as  oral  testimoney  at  public 
hearing  of  April  28,  1977) 

Letter  of  William  G.  Kirkham,  Management  Systems 
Officer,   State  Clearinghouse   (May  4,  1977, 
indicating  no  comments) 

Memorandum  of  Mrs.   Bland  Piatt,  President, 

Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  (writ- 
ten supplement  to  oral  testimony  at  Public 
Hearing  of  April  28,  1977) 

Statement  of  Nancy  C.  Lenvin,  Managing  Attorney, 
San  Francisco  Neighborhood  Legal  Assistance 
Foundation   (submitted  immediately  prior  to 
hearing  of  April  7,  1977) 
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SlATf  OK  CALIFORNIA-   BUSINESS  AND  TRANSPORTATION  AGENCY 


EDMUND 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 


P  O  BOX  :t366  RINCON  ANNEX 
SAN  FRANCISCO  94119 


(415)  557-1840 


April  5,  1977 


4-SF-lOl 


Ms.  Selina  Bendix 
Environmental  Review  Officer 
Department  of  City  Planning 
100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dear  Ms.  Bendix: 

We  received  your  request  to  review  and  comment  on  a 
Draft  EIR  for  the  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center 
Garage . 

We  are  currently  reviewing  this  document  and  will 
transmit  our  comments  as  soon  as  we  have  finished. 

It  should  be  noted  that  we  have  also  been  asked  by 
the  State  Clearinghouse  to  review  this  same  document 
and  to  reply  by  April  13,  1977. 

Sincerely  yours, 

T.  R.  LAMMERS 
District  Director 


M.  KAWAGUCHI 

District  A-95  Coordinator 
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STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA— BUSINESS  AND  TRANSPORTATION  AGENCY 


EDMUND  G.  BROWN  JR.,  Governor 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

p.  O.  BOX  3366  RINCON  ANNEX 
SAN  FRANCISCO  94119 

(415)  557-1840 

April  7,  1977 


a>j^£ '  /id 


4-SF-lOl 
SCH  No.  77031529 

Ms.  Selina  Bendix 
Environmental  Review  Officer 
Department  of  City  Planning 
100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dear  Ms.  Bendix: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  referral  of  a  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  for  the  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center 
Garage, 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  and  have  the  following  comments. 

On  pages  6  and  13,  the  DEIR  indicates  ownership  of  a  parcel 
of  land  as  "State  of  California".     The  area  within  the  freeway 
access  control  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of 
Transportation.     As  the  freeway  is  elevated  in  this  area,  the 
ground  area  is  currently  leased  out.     The  portion  outside  our 
access  control  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of 
Finance  and  the  project  sponser's  representative  has  already 
been  referred  to  them  by  Caltrans. 

Although  a  net  increase  of  parking  spaces  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  San  Francisco  Civic  Center,  is  not  expected  to  have  a 
significant  impact  on  nearby  Route  101,  there  appears  to  be 
some  inconsistencies  in  the  traffic  calculations  contained 
in  the  report.     The  following  data  has  been  extracted  from 
the  report: 


Street 


Franklin 

Grove 

Gough 


Vehicles  per  hour(Table  2, p. 19) 

Directional  Directional  Traffic 
Capacity  P.M.  Peak  


From  page  29 


2700 
1100 
2700 


1700 
260 
1100 


Proj .  P.M. Peak, 
with  Matinee 

1900 
700 
1300 


%  of 
Capacity 

95 
30 
50 


*  based  on  assumption  of  200  additional  vehicles  entering  the 
street  system  from  the  new  garage. 
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Ms.  Selina  bendix 
Page  2 

April  7,  1977 


The  data  shown  above  appears  to  contain  the  following  incon- 
sistencies : 

Sic       An  increase  of  only  200  vehicles  from  the  garage 

causes  an  increase  of  440  vehicles  on  Grove  Street. 

b.  The  same  200  vehicle  increase  also  causes  a  200 
vehicle  increase  on  both  Franklin  and  Gough  Streets. 

c.  The  P.M.  peak  with  matinee  traffic  is  about  70, 
65  and  35%  of  hourly  capacity  of  Franklin,  Grove, 

and  Gough  Streets   (at  level  of  Service  "D"),  respectively, 
instead  of  95,  30  and  50%  as  stated  in  the  report  on 
page  29. 

It  is  our  opinion  that  the  affected  sections  of  the  report  should 
be  clarified.     If  there  is  another  explanation  which  could  indicate 
a  significant  impact  on  Route  101,  we  would  appreciate  receiving 
that  information. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  DEIR.     We  would 
also  appreciate  receiving  a  copy  of  the  Final  EIR. 

Sincerely  yours, 

T.    R.  LAMMERS 
District  Direttor 


B.   C,  BACHTOLD 
Deputy  District  Director 
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HAIGHT-ASHBURY   NEIGHBORHOOD  COUNCIL 


Anna  Darden,  President 


166  Downey  Street, 


SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIF.  94117 


April  7,  1977 


FeiTjbers  of  the 
Planning  Commission 
100  Larkln  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


FtEj    Performing  Arts  Center  garage 


Dear  Coininissioners : 

You  have  before  you  today  an  Environmental  Impac*  Report  for  a  600  car 
garage  which  also  states  that  it  is  a  revised  EIR  for  the  entire  Performing 
Arts  Center.    It  does  not,  however,  state  that  this  addition  of  a  garage 
across  Franklin  Street  to  be  built  and  funded  separately  from  the  Performing 
Arts  Center,  is  a  new  Itaw  added  to  the  original  concent.    It  also  does  not 
clearly  state  that  the  original  concept  of  the  PerfomSiT^  Arts  center  itself 
has  been  radically  ch^inged  since  preparation  of  the  first  J£IK. 

I  call  your  attention  to  an  article  on  the  PAC  by  Robert  Coramanday  in  the 
Sunday  paper  last  March  27.     I  call  your  attention  particxilarly  because  there 
is  more  inforyrjation  contained  in  this  one  page  concerning  current  plans  for 
the  PAC  than  in  either  the  original  or  the  current  EIRs.     First  of  all,  the 
cost  of  the  Symphony  Hall  has  suddenly  increased  from  the  annoiinced  $20  million 
to  $30  million.     The  original  $20  million  was  to  have  purchased  a  Symphony 
Hall,  a  recital  hall,  a  parking  garage,  and  an  extension  to  the  backstage  area 
of  the  existing  Opera  House.     The  current  $30  million  is  fcrr  the  Synrphony  Hall 
alone.     The  parking  garage  is  to  be  funded  separately,  and  the  recital  hall 
is  not  even  to  be  built  at  present.    Instead,  there  apparently  is  a  plan  to 
construct  a  windowless  blockhouse  neact  to  the  Symphony  Hall  to  si^rve  as  a 
rehersal  hall  for  ti^jQ  Opera;  yet  in  the  original  plans  for  the  extension  to 
the  Opera  House,  such  rehersal  facilities  were  included  there.  In  addition, 
the  Symphony  Hall  is  to  be  designed  and  constructed  with  no  facilities  or 
equipment  for  other  use,  particularly  dance  and  theater.    In  my  opinion  this 
does  not  qioalify  this  Symphony  Hall  for  the  title  Performing  Arts  Center, 

I  submit  that  it  is  incumber^,  upj^  you  as  Planning  CommisGioners  to  reject 
this  ^TR  as  insufficient,  parti cxdarly  in  the  aspect  which  deals  with  the 
revised  plans  for  the  Symphony  Hall,  at  least  until  those  plans  are  formulated 
and  presented  in  s  more  comprehensive  manner.     There  is  nothing  in  this  EIR 
about  the  lack  of  a  recital  hall  or  smaller  theater  in  the  complex,  about 
the  suddan  addition  of  an  entire  building  housing  rehearsal  facilities  for 
the  Opera,    And  indeed,  no  plans,  photographs,  or  models  are  shovTi  of  the 
new  design  for  that  block,  although  there  is  a  photo  of  such  a  model  i©  the 
newspaper  article. 

The  entire  purpose  of  Environmental  Impact  Reports  is  to  require  full  and 
complete  disclos'iire  of  plans  and  the  effects  of  those  plans.  Ihis  EIR  is 
woefully  inadsiquato  in  that  respect. 


NEIGHBORHOOD  SELF-DETERMINATION 


>  ? 


IIR 


As  to  the  proposed  garage j     The  entire  question  of  additional  garages  in  the 
downtown  area  is  highly  controversial,    San  Francisco  Tomorrow,  of  which  I 
am  a  board  member,  has  taken  a  definite  position  against  not  only  this  garage 
but  also  similar  parking  construction  in  the  downtown  area  because  of  the 
negative  effects  on  the  urban  environment  of  increased  automobile  impaction, 
especially  in  areas  so  well  served  by  public  transit* 

Last  November  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  passed  a  charter  amendment  prohibiting 
the  development  of  such  facilities  as  this  without  direct  approval  of  the 
voters  for  their  financing  through  revenue  bonds.    However,  the  loophole  was 
left  that  if  such  projects  were  approved  in  principle  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  prior  to  April  first  of  this  year,  then  the  bonds  coixld  be  issued 
without  voter  approval.    So  sure  enough,  the  week  prior  to  the  April  first 
deadline  the  Supervisors  approved  a  resolution  in  principle  for  this  garage, 
with  only  two  dissenting  votes. 

It  should  be  very  clear  that  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  have  already  expressed 
their  disapproval  of  the  entire  concept  of  this  Performing  Arts  Center  on  the 
ballot,  and  that  all  subsequent  plans  to  proceed  with  the  PAC  is  in  opposition 
to  the  will  of  the  people  of  San  Francisco, 

It  is  exactly  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  this  sort  of  piecemeal,  rubber-stamp 
approval  that  environmental  law  has  been  written,  that  the  voters  now  must 
^ive  their  express  approval  to  such  projects,  and  that  the  Citizens  of  San 
Francisco  voted  last  November  to  elect  their  Board  of  Sxipervisors  in  a  wanner 
which  will  make  those  officials  more  responsive  to  the  people  of  the  city 
rather  than  the  monied  interests  of  the  business  coinraunity. 

It  seems  that  no-one  in  the  city  of  San  Francisco  is  able  to  say  yea  or  nay 
to  the  Perforining  Arts  Center  or  any  of  its  pieces.    And  it  is  precisely 
because  this  entire,  vast  project  is  never  disclosed  in  anything  but  a 
pi'^cemeal  manner  that  it  is  possible  for  major  changes  to  take  place  without 
notice  or  approval. 

Thus  I  am  asking  you  today  to  reject  this  current  EIR  as  in6\rfficient  and 
incomplete,  and  to  ask  that  a  more  complete  presentation  of  current  plans 
for  the  Performing  Arts  Center,  its  design,  its  costs,  and  its  impacts  be 
made  to  you — and  to  the  citizens  of  San  Francisco  who  will  tiltinately  pay 


for  it. 


ra'  Darden 

President,  Haight  Ashbury  Neighborhoo-i  Council 
Secretary,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow-^ 
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9  FIRST  STREET  •  ROOM  826  •  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94105  •  TELEPHONE  566-7050 


April  7,  1977 


Planning  Comniissioners 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  9^102 

Dear  Commissioners i 

At  its  meeting  of  the  Board  on  March  9»  1977 j  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  adopted 
a  position  in  opposition  to  the  proposed  garage  for  the  Performing  Arts 
Center,  and  to  ask  that  you  reject  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  it. 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow  has  had  a  long-standing  policy  in  support  of  public 
transit  over  increased  \ise  of  automobiles  in  San  Francisco's  downtown  area, 
Ihere  have  been  a  nvunber  of  public  parking  garages  proposed  this  year  for 
the  downtown  area  which  SFT  feels  either  should  not  be  b\iilt  or  should  not 
be  built  at  pviblic  enxpense.    Ihis  proposed  garage  on  Grove  Street  is  one 
of  those. 

In  addition,  if  this  garage  is  to  be  built  with  revenue  bonds,  it  should  be 
done  by  a  vote  of  the  citizens  of  San  Francisco,  as  is  now  the  law,  Ihe 
fact  that  the  approval  was  squeezed  through  a  loophole  in  the  new  law  five 
days  before  a  vote  of  the  citizens  would  have  been  required  on  the  project 
certainly  does  not  reflect  the  will  of  the  voters  of  this  city,  as  expressed 
in  last  Noveuber's  election. 

Also,  while  there  are  members  of  SFT's  board  who  s"upport  the  concept  of  a 
downtown  Performing  Arts  Center  in  its  ctirrently  proposed  location,  there  are 
yet  many  unanswered  questions  about  the  PAC*s  design,  cost  and  impact  which 
by  rights  should  be  considered  by  the  Planning  Commission  before  approval 
is  given  to  this  revised  EIR  for  the  center. 

Vfe  hoiDb  you  will  agree  with  this  position  of  the  SFT  board. 


Sincerely, 
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BAY  AREA  AIR  POLLUTION  CONTROL  DISTRICT 

April  11,  1977 
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City  of  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning 
100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 


Re:     Comments  on  Draft  Environmental 

Impact  Report  (DEIR) :  San  Francisco 
Performing  Arts  Center  Garage 

Dear  Sirs/Mss.:  Z^^^f^^^O 

We  have  reviewed  the  above-referenced  document,  and  submit  the 
following  comments  for  your  consideration. 

The  proposed  performing  arts  center  is  well-situated  with 
relation  to  transit  access.    The  availability  of  ample  and 
convenient  parking  would  generally  encourage  patrons  to  use 
private  automobiles  in  lieu  of  transit.     Thus,  the  larger 
the  proposed  parking  garage,  the  more  significant  indirect 
air  quality  impacts  could  be.     The  proposed  garage  would 
replace  435  existing  parking  spaces,  but  would  add  165  new 
parking  places  (DEIR,  Po  7).     In  light  of  these  factors,  the 
rationale  for  increasing  the  proposed  garage  from  400  to  600 
spaces  is  unclear.     Is  it  not  possible  that  improved  transit 
service  could  be  substituted  for  the  additional  spaces?  The 
EIR  should  examine  this  issue. 

There  is  a  presumption  underlying  this  EIR  that  the  proposed 
performing  arts  center  will  definitely  be  built.  However, 
considering  the  air-pollutant-generating  nature  of  urban 
parking  structures,  it  would  appear  desirable  to  ensure 
through  some  legal  mechanism  that  the  construction  of  the 
proposed  garage  is  contingent  upon  construction  of  the  facility 
it  is  meant  to  serve » 

Please  address  any  questions  concerning  these  comments  to 
Ralph  Mead,  Senior  Planner,  Technical  Services  Division. 

Sincerely, 

Milton  Feldstein 
Deputy  Air  Pollution  Control  Officer 

MF:g 


939  ELLIS  STREET   •    SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94109   •    (415)771  6000 
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Apr  i  I    14,  1977 


Draft  Environmental    Impact  Report 
for  the  Performing  Arts  Center 
Garage   (EE  76.420) 


Selina  Bendix,   Environmental    Review  Officer 

Department  of  City  Planning 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,   Ca  94102 

Dear  Dr .    Ben d  i  x  : 

Enclosed  are  comments  on  the  above  described  Draft 
Environmental    Impact  Report. 


Acting   Director  of  Transportation 
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To: 
From: 
Date: 
Subject: 


^^4NVifetf^  iW^Hk^i^/  ^V^v^hpty 


T  hona  s  G .  Ma  t  o  f  f 
Michael  Cronbach 
April    13,    I  977 

DRAFT   ENV-I  RONMENTAL    IMPACT   REF^OPT  FOR 
THE   SAN   FRANCISCO   PERFORMING  ARTS 
CENTER 


Re 


I  V   -  D 


frp.  29-50 
Sect  ions 
•I    and  7 


■ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT  OF   THE  PROPOSED 
ACTION   ON   TRANSPORTATION   AND  CIRCULATION. 

There    is  an   apparent  contradiction  between 
the  statement    in   Section    I    that  "weekday 
matinee   performances  could   generally  be 
scheduled   so  as   to  avoid  generating 
traffic   during    the    local    PM   peak  traffic 
hours"   and   the   subsequent   allusion  in 
Section   2   to  "weekdays,    4-5   p.m."   as  the 
period    following   weekday  matinee  per- 
formance.     The   hour   from  4-5   p.m.  _i_s_ 
the  evening   peak  period.     The   text  states 
that   "it    isanticipated  that   the  total 
garage  traffic   preceding  or  following 
a  weekday   performance  would   affect  some 
six   transit    vehicles  on  Grove  Street." 
However,    in   the   afternoon,    between  4 
and   5   p.m.,    14   trips  are  scheduled 
inbound   on   the   21-Mayes    line,    which  runs 
eastbound  on  Grove   Street,    while  8  such 
trips   are   scheduled   between    1:00  and 
2:00   p.m.      By   no  means   should   this  be 
considered   the   only   Railway    line   affect  eri 
by   this   facility.      Traffic  generated  by 
the  Performing   Arts  Center  v.ill  affect 
the  Market   Street    lines    (streetcars  J, 
K ,  L ,  f  1 ,  N  ;    trolley   coaches   6,7,8;    m  o  f  r 
coaches   25,66,71,    and   72)    and  line 
5-Fultcn   on   ^'cAl  lister   Street   and  47- 
Van   'less.      The   text    states   that...  "with 
respect   to   the  Master  Plan    for  the  City 
and   County  of   San   Francisco,    parking  on 
this   site  would   be  most   appropriate  to  fhe 
extent   that    it    is    limited   to  replacing 
the   short-term   parking   now   provided  on 
an. interim   basis..."   The    implication  is 
that   additional    parking    (the    165  "new" 
parking   spaces   referred    to  on   page  7  of 
the   text)    is   neither   "most  appropriate" 
nor    in   conformance  with   tfie  Master  Plan. 
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The   statement  on   page   31    (Iv  -  D  #3 
Parking    Impact)    that   "the  proposed 
garage  would   provide  additional  parking 
spaces    In   an   area  where   daytime  parking 
demand  often  exceeds   supply"   does  not 
constitute,    by  any   stretch  of  the 
imagination,    the   required  analysis. 
Actually,   projected  attendance  at  the 
Performing   Arts  Center  would  supply 
an  excellent  source  of  patronage  for 
Municipal    Railway    lines   serving  the 
area    (all    Market  Street    lines,  the 
47-Van   Ness,    the   5-Fulton   and  the 
21-Hayes),    as  well    as  BART.     With  the 
exception  of   weekday   afternoon  trips 
leaving   a   performance,    trips  generated 
by   the  Performing   Arts  Center  would 
occur  at   times  when   there    is  excess 
capacity  on  these    lines.     Thus  public 
transit  would   provide   the  means  to 
accommodate  the   travel    generated  by 
the   facility   at  the    least  marginal 
cost.    In  terms  of  public  serviceds. 
An  excellent  alternative  to  the  garage 
would   be   the  creation  of   an  investment 
fund  with   the  capital    "earmarked"  for 
garage  construction.      The  interest 
from  the   fund   could   be   used   to  subsidize 
any   additional    transit   service  required 
by  the  Performing   Arts  Center,    such  as 
possible  addition   of    late   night  or 
shuttle  services. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  WORKS 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


KhC  D  by   T 


Ov  1  lot  ijP 
ENVJROMI/EWTAL  REVIRW 


APR  :n  19/7 


OFFICE  OF  THE 
DIREQOR  OF  PUBLIC  WORKS 


April  20,  1977 


260  CITY  HALL 
SAN  FRANCISCO 
CALIFORNIA  94102 


558-3671 


Performing  Arts  Center  Garage 
File  #20A 


Selina  Bendix,  Ph.  D. 
Environmental  Review  Officer 
Department  of  City  Planning 
100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 

Dear  Dr.  Bendix; 

This  is  in  reference  to  your  letter  of  March  4,  1977,  requesting  our 
comments  regarding  the  draft  environmental  impact  report  (EE  76.420) 
for  the  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center  Garage o 

We  have  reviewed  the  Transportation  section,  particularly  the  Street 
System/ Parking  (Page  16)  and  Street  Capacity  and  Utilization  (Page  19) 
and  find  them  reasonably  accurate o 

The  Transportation  and  Circulation  section  (Page  28-31)  was  also 
reviewed o     The  Parking  Impact  section  (Page  31)  was  addressed  in 
our  review  of  the  Tudor  Engineering  report  titled  Parking  Garage 
Revenue,  Preliminary  Design  and  Cost  Estimate.    At  that  time,  it 
was  found  that  their  projected  parking  demand  in  the  area  was  rea- 
sonably accurate  and  that  the  garage  would  satisfy  a  part  of  that 
demand.    We,  therefore,  judged  that  the  garage  did  satisfy  public 
necessity,  convenience  and  benefit. 


If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Mark  Rand  at  558-3371. 


Very  truly  yours. 


Enclosures 


S.  M.  Tatarian 

Director  of  Public  Works 
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THE  PRSOE  FOUN 


ORGANIZED  L'NOER  THE  GENERAL  NON-PROFIT  CORPORATION 
LAW  or  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 


Box  1983 
San  Francisco,  California  94101 


REC'D  by^_^ 
APR  2  8  19'^' 


CNVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW 


According  to  statements  made  by  Supervisor  Dianne 
Feins tein  to  her  colleagues  at  a  regular  meeting  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors ,  the  proposed  Performing  Arts  Garage 
suggested  for  the  300  block  on  Grove  Street  would  not 
cost  ^.3  million  dollars  as  claimed,  out  would  cost  more 
tnan  9  million  dollars. 

The  reasons  given  to  justify  this  mult  i -mi  Hi  on 
dollar  monolith  is  the  need  to  provide  for  approximately 
300  parking  spaces  which  currently  exist  on  the  site  of 
the  proposed  Performing  Arts  Center  and  provide  additional 
parking  for  patrons  uho  might  use  the  PAC. 

Since  the  desire  for  598  parking  spaces  is  the  only 
reason  to  build  the  garage  then  the  project  can  have  no 
valid  reason  for  being  undertaken  when  it  can  be  shown 
that  tne  parking  is  already  available.     In  fact  there  may 
be  as  many  as  ioOO  spaces  empty  and  available  for  parking 
by  the  PAC  patrons . 

The  spaces  are  and  will  be  available  a  fev;  blocks 
away  at  833  Mission  St.  which  is  at  5th  2c  Mission.  S.E. 
Onorato,  Inc.  operates  a  garage  at  that  location,  leased 
from  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  which  has  2,000  stalls. 

The  stalls  are  used  extensively  during  the  early  part 
of  the  day  and  the  occupancy  rate  falls  off  between  ^ : 30 
and  6:30  p.m.  to  nearly  empty,  according  to  the  operator, 
Mr.  Onorato.     For  the  rest  of  the  evening  there  are  only 
about  200  cars  in  and  out  Lintil  the  next  morning. 

Even  on  the  busiest  shopping  days  around  the  Thanksgiving 
and  Christmas  holidays  there  is  always  room  after  5  or  6  in 
the  evening  for  600  cars.     The  garage  averaged  3,500  cars 
a  day  in  and  out  for  the  year  1976. 

Thus  tliere  is  no  justification  for  building  another 
facility  when  there  are  parking  spaces  going  begging,  nearby. 
There  can  be  no  justification  for  spending  9  million 
dollars  on  a  losing  proposition. 

Muni  already  runs  a  "Shoppers'  Shuttle"  to  and  from 
the  5th  &  Mission  garage  to  the  Civic  Center.     The  cost  is 
nominal  and  the  parking  fees  are  negligable  at  approximately 
$.35  an  nour. 

To  use  the  5th  &  Mssion  garage  would  preclude  the 
alteration  of  the  300  block  on  Grove,  it  would  keep  the 
air  from  being  polluted  near  existing  apartment  houses  and 
it  would  save  millions  of  dollars  and  provide  real  revenues 
through  efficient  use  of  existing  facilities. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  the  garage  operators  are  a 
"non-profit"  corporation  which  retires  the  funded  debt  in 
a  direct  proportion  to  its  revenues.     Therefore,  the  greater 
the  revenues  the  sooner  the  garage  will  be  paid  for  and 
revert  to  public  operation  for  the  benefit  of  the  general 
public  and  the  City  Treasury. 


P  au  1^  Jy'.  H  ar^man^/ 
Cii5ilrman      '    /  / 
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A  NONPARTISAN  ORGANIZATION  ESTABLISHED  IN  1920 
TO  PROMOTE  POLITICAL  RESPONSIBILITY  THROUGH  INFORMED 
AND  ACTIVE  PARTICIPATION  Of  CITIZENS  IN  GOVERNMENT 


LEAGUE  OF  WOMEN  VOTERS  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


12  GEARY  STREET      ♦      SAN  FRANCISCO  94108      •      TELEPHONE  986-0480 


STATEI1ENT  pEFO^^E  CITY  PLA^TNirC  CO-^'ISSIO^:.        V^^^-T  >  /'<^^/ ^ 


RE; 


PERFORMING  ARTS  CE^^T^.".  HARAGE 
April  28,  1977 


The  League  of  Women  Voters  of  San  Francisco  opposes  the 
building  of  the  Performing  Arts  Center  Garage.    Our  opposition  is 
threefold : 
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1.  We  support  the  transit  first  policy  which  discourages 
the  use  of  the  automobile  in  favor  of  public  transportation  with 
the  anticipated  results  being  reduced  vehicular  pollution  and 
conservation  of  energy. 

2.  We  feel  that  the  building  of  the  garage  before  the 
Performing  Arts  Center  itself  is  an  established  fact  represents 
bad  planning.     It  is  our  understanding  that  the  garage  is  optional 
and  our  opposition  to  the  garage  is  not  to  be  construed  as 
opposition  to  the  Center. 

3.  We  support  increasing  the  supply  of  low  to  moderate 
income  housing  through    the  rehabilitation  of  property. 

Ue  urge  the  Commission  to  take  this  opportunity  to  endorse 
the  transit  first  policy  and  to  carefully  consider  planning 
procedures  as  they  relate  to  the  well-being  of  the  community  as 
a  whole. 
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EDMUND  G.  BROWN  Jr. 


(916)  445-0613 


Ms.   Selina  Bendix 

Department  of  City  Planning 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

SUBJECT:     SCH  77031529     San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center 


Dear  Ms.  Bendix, 

The  above  listed  project  was  submitted  by  the  State  Clearinghouse 
to  numerous  State  agencies  for  review.     The  review  has  been 
completed,  and  there  were  no  comments  on  the  project. 

This  letter  verifies  your  compliance  with  preapplication  review 
requirements.     Please  attach  it  to  your  formal  application. 
We  request  that  you  use  the  State  Clearinghouse  number  assigned 
to  your  project  on  the  cover  page  of  your  application  and  on  all 
subsequent  references  to  this  application,  since  it  will  be  used 
by  the  funding  agency  when  the  State  Clearinghouse  is  notified 
of  the  awarding  of  your  grant. 

Thank  you  for  your  cooperation. 


Sincerely, 


Willieim  G.  Kirkham 
Management  Systems  Officer 
State  Clearinghouse 
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LANDMARKS  PRESERVATION  ADVISORY  BOARD 

100   LARKIN    STREET    -    CIVIC   CENTER    •    SAN   FRANCISCO    •  94102 


Toj        Kembers  of  tb©;  City  Planning  Ccrrcission  and  Office  of  Environmantal  Revlsw 
From*  0  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Beard  -  Utb,  Bland  Piatt,  President 
Rer        Comments  and  Rasponsea  for  Draft  EIR  -  Perfonnding  Arts  Garage 

At  the  City  Planning  Commission  meeting  of  April  28,  1977>  I  asked  that  tha  pul)lic 
hearing  he  re-op«ned  on  the  ahove  to  allow  testimony  on  the  Commenta  and  Rasponaeja 
which  I  did  not  feel  adequately  ipresent«d  the  questions  I  had  askod  on.  behalf  of  the 
Landmarks  Board  at  the  April  7  hearing.    Farther,  th*  Responses  to  those  commetnts 
were  inadequata  "beiig  neither  sufficiently  oh jective,  complete  or-  thorou^  to  allow 
certification. 

Additional  concerns  relate  to  not  having  received  the  Comments  and  Responses  until 
two  days  prior  to  the  hearing  which  was  harely  sufficient  tima  for  my  review,  and 
made  review  hy  tb».  Landmarks  Board  m«Q"b«rs,  individually  or  collectively,  inxxjsai- 
"ble.    Review  hy  the- Board  was  particularly  important^  for  this,  later  document  con- 
tained a  design  for  the  garagd  which  was  necessary  if  the  Board  was  to  comment  on 
possible  impacts-  the  garage  misht  have  on  the  Civic  Center  area,  which  is  a  potential 
Historic  District  at  both  the  local  and  federal  lev*ls.    On  Hay  18,  1977»  the  Land- 
marks Board  did  review  and  discuss  this  matter.    The  following,  therefore-,  represents 
the  iinanimous  views-  of  thosespresent. 

co?qg:NT  25 

The  Landmarks  Board  was  asking  for  a  discussion  of  the  architectural  and  histori- 
cal quality  of  these  buildings  which  means  an  architectural  description  including 
architectural  styling,  date  of  period  of  construction,  various  uses  over  time,  etc., 
as  well  aa  en  analysis  of  their  architect-ral  contributions  to  the  physical  urbam 
environment,  in  this  case  tha  immediate  neighborhood. 

This  response  clearly  does  not  respond  to  ths  information  asked  for.  Additionally, 
the  responsa?  refers  to  the  fact  that  the  "ouildings  are  not  included  in  The  Depart- 
ment of  City  Planning'a:  Survey  of  Arcbite^tu-rally  Significant  Building*  i^hich  is 
not  relevant  in  that  t'lat  **surv^**  is:  only  a  visual  inventory  which  has  not  been 
adopted  by  anyone  to  the  host  of  ovcc  kno^yledge.    At  present,  the  Department  should 
only  usa  thia^  information  informally  a^  cne  small  part  of  a  body  of  information, 
at  least  imtil  its  worth  and  effectiveness  can  be  demonstrated.    It  would  have  been 
more  appropriate  to  cite  other  sujrveys  ard  inventories  wliich  have  been  adopted^ 
althou^  only  the  Radevelopnent  Agency's  files  are  likely  to  include  tha  infomatioa 
requested. 

If  the  Landmarks  Board* a  request  is-  not  appropriate-  to  the  EIR,  it  should  be  ao 
noted.    Otherwise,  we  could  not  consider  the  document  complete  until  the  author 
supplies  tnat  information.    Our  purpose  in  requesting  this-,  iriformation  in  the 
preparation  of  an.  EIR  is  to  give  decision  nekers  aa-  much  information  as  possible 
with  which  to  work,  and  Tre  do  not  feel  an  informed  decision  can.  be  made  about  a 
new  project  without  an.  evaluation  of  what  will  be  lost.  132 
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Perfonaing  Arta  Garages 
page  2 


no\2^rr  24 

Very  sinply,  the  Lacdmarks  Board  was  asking  fcr  a  conceptual  d^ign  of  the  proposed 
9"trurrture^  mthout  ^Thich  we  could  not  assess  pctentii^l  impacts  on  a  proposed  National 
Register  Historic  District, 

R^PONSS  24 

Indicates  a  rendering  is-.  no?r  included  en  pag-a  S  a.    Our  document  sho'ws'.  it  as;  page  8  "b, 
Pigi.ire  4  B'«r  p?g*  8  a  shows  the  new  concept  for  the  Perfonning  Arts.  Canter  itsalf, 
Ko^vf>r,  the-  Landmarks  Boari  feels,  that  th*  Xerox  with  which  they  were  working  was  at 
the  very  least  too  Vinclear  although  it  is  possible  that  it  is  simply  inaccurat«, 
x;>irefcre,  the  Board  asked  staff  on  I'ay  18th  for  an  original  rendering  which  waa  not- 
available  at  that  tin*.    The  Landmark  a  Board  hcpe?  to  have  this  information  for  its 
June  1  ceoting  after  T/hich  a  complete  statement  can  be  added  to  this:  section* 

Returning  to  t';:«2  original  response,  tha  two  paragraphs  cited  froa  the  "iSsport  on 
Rev-enues,  Preliminary  Design,  etc."    are  ccnpletely  meaningless  to  us  as  even  a 
partial  response,  and  we  submit  that  thes»  are  probably  equally  meaningless  to  .the 
rest  of  th^  citizenry.    Rowsver,  if  these  paragraphs  are  considered  so  important, 
they,  along  with  othstr  documents  listed  belo^ar,  should  have  been  included  in  the. 
■*:ext  in  t:;e  first  place.    We  support  condensir^g  KIR*'3,  but  not  to  the  point  of  not 
having  Rufficient  irj'ormation  at  hand  to  work  i»itb'  '     -fow  of  us  ha3  time  to  nm.  to 
the  Uepartment  for  needed  information  esp3ciall7  on  short  notica,  nor  should  we.  be 
exp^ctt^d  to  do  eo. 

i". IJitional  views  that  were  requested  are  ncir  included,  bn.t  are  not  adequately  narked 
B3  to  position  of  photographer,  angle,  direction,  etc*    Sea  Figi-ure  ICC  -  page  58  ^» 
Still  others  frci  othar  angles  and  positions  wculd  be  helpful. 

A3k3  for  changes  to  design  of  Performing  Arts  renter  itself  with  the  remov.al  of  thjs 
garage  from  that  site  location  to  the  conteaplated  site*    Obviously,  removing  til*; 
garage  to  another  location  will  change  that  desigi;* 

rC^SPOM^g  26 

Refers  r-»ader  to  Respc-se  1'5  which  obviously  has  no  bearing  on;  this   which  asks  foir 
design  change e,  not  use  changes. 

cc:?^rr  27 

Lp-ndm.^rks  Board  reviewed  and  approved  certain  changes  which  have  been  proposed 

hanges  have  been  made'  in  tha 
changes  necessitatet  changes  in  the 


'a.'ie  LP-ncuT'^rKs  uoara  reviewea  and.  approved  certain  c 
fcr  the  Opera  Kouse  Extension.    Since  that  tize,  changes  have  been  mad*'  in  tha 
suggested  uses  of  that  extension*    Will  thesa  use  c 


design  of  the  Extension  itself? 
27 


":io  changes  are  proposed  for  t^je  Opera  Rouse  Extension^  is  adequate.  Tlis  ramainder  of 
t.is  respon:^©  should  be  deleted  to  e^oid  ;ini:ece3  3  3.ry  conflict  now  aii_l/or  in  tiae  future* 


The  author  is  correct  that  tuc  designating  ordinejice  for  the  War  Memorial  Compl 
r-cogr^zed  the  authority  of  tne  War  Memorial  -ruste.^.  w.-+>,  ....^ 


ex 


•^rial  trustees,  with  regard  to  the  Complex. 


Mr:!i\HK3  PHSSEP.TAITCN  .\DVISORY  EO:\ilD  performing  Arts  Garage 

page  3 

RESF0N33  ?7  (Continued) 

How©v«r-,  in  pablio  hsarings  befor©  the  Planning  Eousing  and  Development  Coimnitt«e  of 
the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  in  subsequent  diacussiona  "between  the  staff  and  the 
City  Attorr-jsy,  it  was  agreed  that  the  L-andnarka  Board  would  have  the  right  of  review 
and  comment  cn  proposed  changes. 

cc?a^s?i?  28 

The  Landi^arks  Board  is  not  cited  as  an  agency  for  future  review  of"  thesa  and  3ub.a«- 
quant  changes  to  the  Performing  Arts  Center  Complex.    The  Board  asks  ta  "be  includad, 

R3SP0N3S  23 

States  that  there  are  no  such  pro::ed-:Lre9  at  present  which  establish  review  of 

the  gar'='^e  by  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board, •*    The  Landmarks  Board  serious>- 
ly  questions  this  statement.    Civic  Center  has  been  subaitted  for  the  National 
Register,  and  is:-  being  held  by  Califirriia's  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  to  allo-^ 
the  City  to  prepare  the  le^slation  necessary  for  local  designation^    In  the  interim, 
all  aspects  of  the  National  Historic  Preserva-!"ion  Act  are  applicable,  and  the  garage 
may  well  have  a  design  impact  on  a  potentially  eligible  National  Register  District 
within  which  Federal  funds,  licenses  and  pernits  are  in  effect. 

CO?^g.^iT  29 

Asks  for  analysis  of  potential  impacts  on  the  Civic  Center  Historic  District 
due  to  the  pending  listing  on  the  National  Register. 

nSoPONSE  29 

Suggests  that  since  the  garage  ia  across  the  street  from  the  Historic  District  and 
since  the  garage  has  no  Franklin  Street;  frontage,  there  could  be  no  impact.    Tnis.  ia 
not  an  appropriate  assvjrption  under  tis  requisite  laws. 

Also  refers  to  Response*  24  and  25  which  are  not  applicable  to  the  question  asked. 
See  page  26. 

Says  there  are  no  Federal  funds  involved  in  tne  project  which  would  require  speci- 
fic re\dew  an§  analysis.    This  is  at  test  debatable,  and  could  only  be  substantiated 
by  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  based  on  at  factually  accurate  written, 
request.    The  City  Attorney  is  not  qualified  to  make  such  a  determination. 


Comments  only  from  Mrs.  Plattj 

Page  9  -  Response  4  -  Paragraph  2 

This  whole  paragraph  should  "be  reviewed  for  accuracy.    As  of  April  27th, 
the  day  before-  the  Conmisaicn  hearing,  tnere  were  quits  a  number  of 
'♦jacreable  furnishings^  in  all  the  buildings.    There  vrere  al^  no  signs 
of  a  fire.    The  buildings,  ar*  structurally  stable  and  rehab  would  not 
be       complex  as  many  I  have  encountered. 

Question  —  What  is  '*a  reg^alar  free-lanse  move"?   Sounds  lii:e  Redevelop- 
ment jargon  for  sonethir^  of  qusstionable  legality.    Certainly  doesn't 
sesm  appropriate  to  an  unbiased  EIR  unless  it  can  be  explained. 
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performing  AJrfcs  Qaxage 
page  4 


Ta«  fclloTTin^  it»r:s  wnich  are  referenced  sera  to  be  sufficientlj  important  to  be  ia- 
cluded  directly  and  ia  full? 

Letter  froa  Wilb'ir  Hamilton,  Sxecutive  Director,  Sar:  Francisco 
Rcdaveloppent  Agency  dated  April  6,  1977 •    See  pages-  6  and  16. 

Listing  of  other  parking  f?-cilitiea  probably  should  have  bseii  included 
in  the  origiiial,  but  since  tr.*  point  has  been  raised,  the  full  list 
should  no'/f  be  included  in  the  document. 

LeUer(3)  from  Samuel  B»  Stewart  dated  April  22,  1977  (Paga  22),  and 
April  21,  1977  (Page  57),    The  latter  apparently  concerns  an  Art 
Ccnmii33ton  request  that  consideration  be  given  to  putting  th^  garage 
in  a  location  other  t-mn  on  t;.e  Conunerce  High  site«    SinGe  there  may 
be  some  disagrecnent  over  the  request,  this  letter  Trould  be  helpful 
to  all  deciaion  malcers« 


Incomplete  end  Misleading  Statements? 

Page  16  -  "These  building  are  not  habitable  due  to  code  violations 
and  fire  demage.**   Aa  stated  above,  a  visit  to  the  sit^ 
on  April  27th  revealed  no  fiire  damage.    The  only  reason- 
trie  building*  are  not  habitable  is  that  they  have  been  left 
vacant  and,  the  refers,  subject  to  vagranta  soma--  of'  vrhonr  nay- 
have-  been  respcnsible  for  removing  certain  decorative  and/or 
functional  elements. 

The  buildings  cay  •jrell  have  been  condemned.    Code-  violation* 
are  not  uncommcn  in  San  Francisco.    Hoover,  condemnation  does 
not  mean  rehabilitation  is  inpossiblej  it  simply  mean*  that 
the  cwn^r,  in  this  C5.sa,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  h?.3  not 
applied  for  the  re-^uisit*  permits  to  correct  the  cited 
deficiencies. 

Considering  the  fact  that  the  buildings  have  been  vacacit  for 
some  period  of  tine,  they  are  in  extremely  good  condition. 
Fatny  moveable  fixtures  vrere  still  in  placa  on  the  dat*  of  t  '(b 
personal  inspecticn  cited  above  althcugji  utilities  have-  been 
tiirned  off  to  discourage  vagrants  and  to  help  ensure^  etgainst 
fire. 

Page  17  -  Paragraph  one  -  re:^aind9r  of  Response  11. 

Indicates  that  re-!:b  is  "nost  likely'*  possible  only 
with  "large  public  subsidies".    There  is  no  information 
available  to  subs'antiate  sracli  a  comnent.    And  there  is  no 
reason  to  suspect  that     privat*  developers  wouldn't  be 
interested  if  t::e  buildings--  were  offered  for  reh3.b  as 
housing.    Rehab  ccst-s  and  the  interest  of  developers  has 
not  been  explored  a?  the  Agency  has  previously  contenplated 
demolition. 
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Fftrforming  Arts  Gara^;* 
Page  5 


Typographical  errors? 

page  7,  paragraph  6  -  "studies'*  shruld  "be 'studied*  • 

Page  20,  paragraph  one  -  correct ^discussingt 

u 

Page  21,  paragraph  one,  should  "ir-e  .Ishbury, 
Pago  29,  paragraph  one,  should  cft  '♦sponsor'*. 

Check  ths  following  for  sense j 

page  8  -  Conment  4  -  paragraph  5 

Page  10  -  CoTninent  5  -  paragraph  2 

Page  19  -  Comment  14  -  first  an.d  Isst  paragraph 

Suininary 

Ithar-k  the  Corrmission  for  re-opening  testimony  on  April  28th,  and  hope  the- 
above  mil  result  in  a  more  complete,  objective  and  thorough  SIH»    This  is 
a  particularly  important  one  to  the  Landnarks  Board  as  it  could  set  future 
policy  as  far  as  we  are  concerned,    F-jrthcr,  it  is  one.  of  a  number  of  proposed, 
projects  presented  to  the  Commissicn  recently  that  the  Commission  does  not 
seem  empovrered  to  revieTw  as  projects  following  adoption  of  the  ETH*    For  this 
reason,  th^  EIR  must  contain  as  much  naterial  as  possible  to  allow  other 
.  decision  makers  as  m-uiy  different  points  of  view  as  possible* 

Additionally,  I  am  concerned  with  the  subjectivity  shown  by  the  Comments 
BZii  Responses  in  general;  the  Landmarks  Board,  having  only  revievred  the 
sections  applicable  to  its  jusrisdiction,  shares' ttat  ccncern*    Had  ths  .  . 
Comments  and  Responses  been  prepared  "by  proponents-  of  the   project,  the  above; 
weald  be  I'nderstandable  although  a  lessen,  for  the  Commisnion  in  the-  need  for 
careful  reading,  '      ■  ' 
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Sam  Ffw\>c:sco 
Neighborhood  Legal  As^IjT.vnce  Foundation 

CENTRAL  Cl~y  l_i  .V  -FFICE 
532  NATC.'.^A  5THEET 
SAN  FRANCISCO.  CA'_:.-0=..N1A  94103 

625-52=5 

April  7,  1977 


TO  THE  HONORABLE  PLAi^NING  COI^MISSIOZ'i  OF  THS  CITY  AND  COUNTY 

OF  SAN  FRANCISCO: 

Please  be  advised  th^t  this  office  reoresents  Tenants 
and  Owners  in  Opposition  to  Recevalopment  (TOOR),  the  Central 
City  Coalition,  and  other  cocmiinity  organizations  of  low  incoma 
and  elderly  persons.     On  behalf  of  these  clients  and  many  of  our 
individual  clients  living  in  substandard  housing  in  the  Central 
City  area,  we  hereby  formally  oppose  the  construction  of  a 
parking  garage  on  Grove  Street  between  Cough  and  Franklin, 

At  the  present  time  there  are  three  apartment  buildings 
owned  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  on  the  site.    With  reference 
to  these  dwellings,  we  are  dismayed  that  the  draft  environmental 
impact  report  merely  states: 

"As  the  site  is  within  the  Western  Addition  Redevelop- 
ment Area  and  is  scheduled  for  clearance  before  any 
transfer  to  a  developer,  the  loss  of  existing  structures 
(and  former  uses)  on  the  sits  is  not  considered  an 
impact  of  the  project  itself."  ;  ^  . 

As  housing  is  the  present  use,  we  feel  the  draft  environmental 
impact  report  is  inadequate  in  this  regard. 

As  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and  this  Commission 
is  V7ell  aware,  there  is  an  acute  housing  shortage  in  San  Francisco, 
Low  and  moderate  income  individuals  simply  cannot  find  safe, 
decent,   sanitary  housing  they  can  afford.    My  clients  believe 
that  permitting  the  destruction  of  these  housing  units  to  make 
way  for  a  parking  garage  is  unconscionable, 

V/e  understand  there  a^re  elevators  in  each  of  those 
residential  buildings,  making  then  ideal  for  senior  citizens 
or  the  handicapped.     We  understand  the  buildings  are  old  and 


13 


2 


are  in  need  of  repair.    We  are  not  convinced,  however,  that 
rehabilitating  rather  than  demolishing  (in  classic  Redevelopment 
Agency  style)  isn't  the  wiser  and  nore  economic  course  for  this 
city  to  pursue. 

There  is  some  question  vhether  the  new  Performing  Arts 
Center  will  ever  be  built.     If  it  is  not  built,  certainly  there 
is  no  need  for  a  parking  garage.    In  the  interim  we  urge  this 
Commission  to  support  the  position  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
should  be  urged  to  not  only  preserve  the  existing  housing 
structures  but  to  develop  that  block  with  low  and  moderate 
income  housing  units. 


Respectfully  submitted, 

miiC^  C.  LENVIN 
Managing  Attorney 


NCL/gb 
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XIV     CERTIFICATION  RESOLUTION 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COmiSSION 
RESOLUTION  NO.  7747 

WHEREAS,  A  draft  environmental  impact  report,  dated  March  4,  1977, 
has  been  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  in  connection  with 
EE76.420,  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center  Garage,  on  the  property 
described  as  follows: 

North  side  Grove  Street  between  Gough  and  Franklin 
Streets,  Lots  4,  6-11,  23,  24  and  portion  26  in 
Assessor's  Clock  792, 

and 

WHEREAS,  The  Department  duly  filed  a  notice  of  completion  of  the 
draft  report  with  the  Secretary  of  the  California  Resources  Agency,  gave 
other  notice  and  requested  comments  as  required  by  law,  made  the  report 
available  to  the  general  public  and  satisfied  other  procedural  requirements; 
and 

WHEREAS,  The  City  Planning  Commission  held  a  duly  advertised  public 
hearing  on  said  draft  environmental  impact  report  on  April  7,  1977,  at 
which  opportunity  was  given  for  public  participation  and  comments;  and 

WHEREAS,  A  final  environmental  impact  report,  dated  April  28,  1977,  has 
been  prepared  by  the  Department,  based  upon  the  draft  environmental  impact 
report,  any  consultations  and  comments  received  during  the  review  process, 
any  additional  information  that  became  available,  and  a  response  to  any 
comments  that  raised  significant  points  concerning  effects  on  the  environ- 
ment, all  as  required  by  law;  and 

WHEREAS,  On  April  28,  1977^  the  Commission  reviewed  the  final  environ- 
mental impact  report,  and  found  that  the  contents  of  said  report  and  the 
procedures  through  which  it  was  prepared,  publicized  and  reviewed  comply  with 
the  provisions  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  the  Guidelines  of 
the  Secretary  for  Resources  and  San  Francisco  requirements; 

THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  That  the  City  Planning  Commission  does  hereby 
find  that  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  dated  April  28,  1977,  con- 
cerning EE76.420,  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center  Garage,  is  adequate, 
accurate  and  objective,  and  does  hereby  CERTIFY  THE  COMPLETION  of  said  Report 
in  compliance  with  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  and  the  State 
Guidel ines; 

AND  BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  in  certifying  the  com- 
pletion of  said  Report  does  hereby  find  that  the  project  as  proposed  will 
not  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment; 

AND  BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission,  before  reviewing  the 
project  itself  for  conformity  with  the  Haster  Plan  under  R77.8,  does  hereby 
certify  that  it  has  reviewed  and  considered  the  information  contained  in 
said  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report. 
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CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 


Resolution  No.  7747 
Page  Two 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Resolution  was  ADOPTED  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  at  its  hearing  of  June  9,  1977. 


Lynn  E.  Pio 
Secretary 

AYES:     Commissioners  Bierman,  Dearman,  Elliott,  Lau,  Rosenblatt,  Starbuck,  Wentz 
NOES:  None 
ABSENT:  None 
PASSED:  June  9,  1977 
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100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco,   California  94102 


imuel  8  Stewart 
President 
622-2217 
loberl  A  Hornby 
Vice  President 
VaiterM  Baird 
Secretary-Treasurer 
ilractors 

^rs  Alexander  Albert 
rs  Ralph  K  Davies 
iarrettson  Dulin,  Jr 
\.  Gwin  Follis 
awrence  V  Metcalt 
fs  Robert  Watt  Miller 
Valter  H  Shorenstein 
4rs,  Paul  Wattis 
laroldL  Zellerbach 
luncll  Advisory  CommlttM 
illpS  Boone 
rederic  Campagnoli 
rs  Walter  A  Haas 
biacutlve  Finance  Commlttaa 
rnest  C  Arbuckle 
hilipS  Boone 
Villiam  Coblentz 

Morns  Cox 
Irs  Richard  Dinner 
Irs  Mortimer  Flelshhacker 

Gwin  Follis 
larry  R  Horrow 
Irs  Thomas  Carr  Howe 
ieorge  F  Jewett,  Jr 
Irs  Richard  A  Kunin 
W  Littlefield 
yrll  Magnin 

Irs  John  Ward  Mailliard.  Ill 
eter  McBean 
Irs  Robert  Watt  Miller 
Irs  Ellen  Newman 
Irs  George  J  Otto 
Irs  David  Packard 
Irs  Lolita  B  Renshaw 
ames  D  Robertson 
heodore  T  Rosenberg 
amuel  B  Stewart 
Irs  John  R  Upton 
Irs  Richard  L  Waller 
rayton  Wilbur,  Jr. 
arold  L  Zellerbach 
oordlnator 
elford  Brown 
622-2235 

und  Drive  and  Public  Relations 

dwin  J  Schwartz 
622-8072 

hristine  H  Dohrmann 
622-8073 
onsullant 

ilton  H  Esberg,  Jr 


Attention:     Environmental  Review  Officer 


Subject: 


Gentlemen ; 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  -  EE  76.420 
San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center  Garage 


As  a  result  of  the  April  7,   1977  hearing  before  the  City 
Planning  Commission,   I  have  been  asked  to  comment  on 
several  questions  relating  to  the  Performing  Arts  Center 
and  to  the  proposed  Performing  Arts  Garage.     I  understand 
that  the  questions  generally  fall  into  two  categories: 
the  first  concerning  circumstances  of  relocation  of  the 
garage  to  its  present  site  on  the  north  side  of  Grove 
Street  between  Franklin  and  Gough  Streets;   and  the 
second,   involving  clarification  of  the  objectives  sought 
by  the  proposed  Performing  Arts  Center  Project. 

Attached  is  a  chart  showing  the  proposed  new  Performing 
Arts  Center  elements  consisting  in  the  main  of  those 
facilities  planned  for  the  Commerce  High  block,  as  well  as 
the  proposed  extension  to  the  Opera  House  and  of  course  the 
Performing  Arts  Garage.     Shown  on  the  chart  are  estimated 
costs  of  the  several  elements,   sources  of  funds  and  con- 
struction schedule.     As  of  this  date,   something  in  excess' 
of  $14  million  has  been  raised  or  pledged  from  the  private 
sector . 

Previously,  the  Performing  Arts  Garage  had  been  proposed 
to  occupy  the  westerly  third  of  the  Commerce  High  block 
and  preliminary  plans  were  developed  approximately  18  months 
ago  reflecting  that  decision.     At  the  time  of  our  first  re- 
view meeting  with  the  Art  Commission,   it  was  suggested  that 
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April  21,  1977 

location  of  the  garage  on  the  same  block  and  immediately  adjacent 
to  the  Concert  Hall  presented  difficult  design  problems,   and  that 
we  might  wish  to  consider  locating  the  garage  on  another  site. 
Our  architects  concurred  wholeheartedly. 

We  then  approached  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  determined  that 
the  site  on  the  north  side  of  Grove  Street  west  of  Franklin  was 
still  earmarked  for  Performing  Arts  use  and  would  be  available 
to  us  for  construction  of  the  Garage.     We  informed  our  architects 
and  engineers  of  our  willingness  to  change  the  plans  in  order  to 
improve  the  esthetics,   following  which  work  on  the  present  project 
commenced.     The  changes  in  the  project  since  then  involve  only 
minor  internal  revisions  within  the  Concert  Hall,   and  construction 
phasing.     Neither  of  these  affect  the  Environmental  Impact  Report. 

The  proposed  parking  structure  is  necessary  to  serve  the  needs  of 
the  existing  and  proposed  new  and  expanded  Performing  Arts 
facilities.     The  two  key  elements,   an  improved  Opera  House  and  a 
new,   3,000  seat  Concert  Hall,  will  generate  600,000  additional 
annual  attendees  in  addition  to  the  800,000  current  attendees  of 
the  Opera  House,   according  to  Stanford  Research  Institute. 

The  Opera,   Symphony,   and  Ballet  and  their  audiences  have  grown 
dramatically  over  the  years.     When  the  Opera  House  was  built  in 
the  1930 's,   the  Opera  and  Symphony  together  used  the  house  only 
25  per  cent  of  the  year.     Now,   the  Opera  is  a  year-round  operation. 
The  Symphony  has  a  52-week  contract.     The  Ballet  is  an  important 
cultural  force.     So  crowded  is  the  Opera  House  today  that  it  cannot 
serve  the  needs  of  the  Opera,  Symphony  and  Ballet,  not  to  mention 
the  dozens  of  outside  major  attractions  that  cannot  find  adequate 
dates  at  the  Opera  House. 

SRI  estimates  that  so  many  additional  dates  are  desired  by  resident 
and  outside  performing  attractions,   that  the  new  Concert  Hall,  work- 
ing in  conjunction  with  the  expanded  Opera  House,  may  be  expected 
to  offer  well  over  200  additional  performing  dates  in  San  Francisco 
—  greatly  increasing  both  audiences  and  economic  and  cultural 
benefits  to  the  City  and  its  people.       This  certainly  has  been  the 
case  with  Performing  Arts  centers  in  Washington,  D.C.  and  Los  Angeles, 
among  others. 
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I  expect  to  be  in  attendance  at  the  April  28th  Planning  Commission 
meeting  which  will  further  consider  the  Environmental  Impact  Report 
for  this  project.     At  that  time  I  will  be  pleased  to  provide  more 
information  on  the  above  questions,  or  to  answer  additional 
questions,   as  required. 


Sincerely, 


SPONSORS  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
PERFORMING  ARTS  CENTER,  INC. 


Samuel  B.  Stewart 
President 


Attachment 
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Sponsors  of  San  Francisco  Performing     is  Center,  Inc.  Bank  of  America  Center  Rm  2        555  California  St.  San  Francisco.  CA.  94104 


May  25,  1977 


Mr.  James  W.  Meyer 

Tudor  Engineering  Company 

149  New  Montgomery  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94105 


Sarr.uel  B.  Stewart 

President 

622-2217 
Robert  A.  Hornby 

Vice  President 
Walter  M.  Baird 

Secretary-Treasurer 
Directors 

Mrs.  Alexander  Alt>ert 

Mrs.  Ralph  K.  Davies 

Garrettson  Dulin,  Jr. 
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Fund  Drive  and  Public  Relations 
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622-8072 
Christine  H.  Dohrmann 

622-8073 
Consultant 
Milton  H.  Esberg,  Jr. 


Dear  Jim: 

You  have  informed  me  that  questions  have 
been  raised  respecting  the  development  of  the  plans 
for  the  various  elem.ents  of  the  performing  arts  pro- 
ject since  the  original  Environmental  Impact  Report, 
dated  September  11,    1975,   was  filed.     There  have  been 
no  substantive  changes  of  plans,   although  architec- 
tural studies  have  made  necessary  certain  adjustments 
of  location  in  order  to  accommodate  the  facilities 
planned.     The  facts  are: 

The  September  11,   1975,   Environmental  Impact 
Report  stated    (p.   19) :     "The  complex   (referring  to  the 
structures  to  be  built  on  the  Commerce  High  let)  would 
consist  of  three  major  components:     the  main  s^^^mphony 
hall,   the  recital  hall,   and  the  administrative  and 
rehearsal  space.     The  main  hall  would  have  approxi- 
mately 3,000  seats  and  would  be  acoustically  designed 
for  symphony  and  other  musical  performances.  Asso- 
ciated support  facilities  such  as  lobbies,    lounges — 
both  public  and  private — and  rest:  rooms  would  be 
directly  accessible.     The  recital  hall  would  provide 
a  smaller  theater,   of  approximately  700  seats,  suit- 
able for  small  performing  companies,   choral  groups, 
recitals,   rehearsals,   and  school  activities  such  as 
plays  and  graduation  exercises.     The  rehearsal  faci- 
lities and  administrative  space  would  be  used  by 
those  affiliated  with  performances  held  either  in 
the  Opera  House  or  in  the  symphony  hall." 

Plate  6   (p.  21)  shows  that  the  recital  hall 
then  contemplated  was  a  combination  orchestra  rehear- 
sal-recital hall  incorporated  within  the  main  symphony 
hall  structure. 

That  Environmental  Impact  Report  also  con- 
tains the  following   (p.   23):     "Accessory  Garage:  A 
parking  garage  for  approxim.ately  400  cars  would  occupy 
the  western  portion  of  the  site  with  a  primary  entry 
on  Hayes  Street  and  a  primary  exit  on  Franklin  Street.' 
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Development  of  the  plans  by  the  architects  revealed  that 
there  was  not  sufficient  space  within  the  symphony  hall  building  to 
include  the  orchestra  rehearsal  and  recital  hall  inside  that  struc- 
ture.    Consequently,   upon  being  informed  by  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  that  space  was  now  available  for  the  garage  in  the  block 
immediately  west  of  the  Opera  House,   it  was  concluded  that  more 
space  could  be  made  available  for  an  adequate  recital  hall  on 
the  westerly  portion  of  the  Commerce  High  block  when  funds  became 
available  for  that  portion  of  the  project. 

The  City  and  its  representatives  have  been  intimately 
involved  with  the  adjustments  of  plans  as  they  have  been  made. 
Attached  is  a  letter  which  I  addressed  to  the  Chief  Administrative 
Officer  on  August  12,    1975,    and  also  attached  is  his  reply  of 
August  27,    1976,   discussing  some  of  these  adjustments  to  bring 
the  cost  of  the  project  within  the  funds  which  could  reasonably 
be  expected  to  be  available  within  the  time  required  to  permit 
going  forward  with  the  project  without  undue  escalation  of  cost. 
These  communications  are  completely  consistent  with  the  repeated 
statements  I  have  made  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  other 
City  groups  considering  various  elements  of  the  project  that  we 
were  going  to  build  as  much  of  the  total  program  as  we  could 
raise  the  money  to  pay  for,  but  that  we  were  not  going  to  build 
any  elements  we  did  not  have  the  money  to  pay  for. 


Sincerely, 


S^ITiuel  B.  Stewart 
President 
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August  12,  1976 


Mr.  Thomas  J.  Mellon 
Chief  Administrative  Officer 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
289  City  Hall 

San  Frcincisco,  California  94102 
Dear  Mr.  Mellon: 


This  letter  is  written  to  you  pursuant 
to  the  requirements  of  Development  Agreement  dated 
October  15,   197  5,   between  the  City  and  Counry  of 
San  Francisco  and  Sponsors  of  San  Francisco  Per- 
forming Arts  Center,   Inc.     Paragraph  5  of  that 
agreement  provides : 

"Sponsors  agree  to  provide  a  preliminary  cost 
estimate  based  on  the  completion  of  the  pre- 
liminary design  phase  and  upon  completion  of 
final  working  drawings,  but  before  the  Project 
is  submitted  to  bid,   the  Sponsors  agree  to 
submit  a  final  cost  estim.ate  for  the  Project. 
Each  cost  estimate  as  herein  required  shall 
be  submitted  to  the  Chief  Administra-ive 
Officer  for  review  and  evaluation  as  nay  be 
deemed  necessary  and  desirable  before  the 
Sponsors  may  proceed  with  the  next  phase  of 
the  Project.     At  each  such  stage  of  cavelcp- 
ment,   the  City's  Chief  Administrative  Officer 
or  his  designee,   in  collaboration  v;it:h  Sponsors 
will  determine  whether  the  Project  is  within 
the  budgetary  allowance  of  $2  0  million,  and, 
if  not,   agree  upon  m.odif ications  to  reduce 
costs  or,   if  this  cannot  be  done,    and  if 
needed  additional  funds  are  not  available, 
agree  to  terminate  further  development  at 
that  time.     Sponsors  agrees  to  v;ork.  closely 
with  all  appropriate  City  Departments  as  the 
work  of  development  proceeds,   and  if  major 
policy  decisions  are  required  from  time  to 
time,   to  report  these  to  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors of  the  City  or  the  appropriate  City 
Departments  for  decision." 
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The  preliminary  design  phase  is  nov;  complete  anc  it 
is,    therefore,    appropriate  that  I  submit  to  you  the  architects' 
preliminary  cost  estimate  for  the  Project.      It  is  enclosed.  The 
total  is  substantially  in  excess  of  the  $20  million  budgetary 
allowance  provided  in  the  Development  Agreement.     The  agreErr.ent, 
therefore,   requires  that  you  and  I,   or  our  delegates,    agree  on 
modifications  to  reduce  costs,   or  if  that  cannot  be  done  z'r.-t 
we  determine  whether  needed  additional  funds  are  available. 

The  architects  have  explained  to  m.e  that  the  excess 
over  budget  is  largely  attributable  to  two  factors:      (1)  — ere 
stringent  seismic  requirements  in  construction  than  v;ere  er.- 
visioned  when  the  original  budget  was  made — indeed,  heavier 
and  more  costly  construction  requirements  than  have  ever  before 
been  proposed  for  such  a  building  anywhere,   and   (2)  more  costly 
interior  construction  requirem.ents  prescribed  by  acoustical 
consultants  as  necessary  to  provide  the  outstanding  acoustical 
excellence  which  is  deemed  necessary  for  a  concert  hall  designed 
to  match  the  finest  acoustics  available  anywhere  in  the  world. 

There  are  several  ways  in  which  the  preliminary  cost 
estimate  can  be  reduced: 

..(1)     Perhaps  you  or  your  colleagues  in  City  govern- 
ment can  reconsider  the  extraordinary  and  ex- 
ceptionally costly  requirements  prescribed  for 
seismic  reasons  and  can  determine  that  less 
costly  construction  is  completely  safe.  It 
does  seem  unrealistic  to  assume  that  every 
auditorium  ever  built  in  the  past  is  unsafe. 

(2)  Perhaps  our  acoustical  consultants  will  re- 
consider their  requirements  and  be  able  to 
determine  that  a  less  costly  approach  will 
provide  satisfactory  results. 

(3)  $3,625,000  of  the  estimate  is  for  the  proposed 
recital  hall  and  proposed  Opera  rehearsal 
building  to  be  constructed  on  the  westerly 
portion  of  the  site.     VJhile  these  elements 
are  quite  important  to  the  completeness  of 
the  project,    they  are  separable  and  construc- 
tion of  them  can  be  deferred  until  a  later 
time,   if  funds  are  not  available  to  go  forv;ard 
with  them. 
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(4)  $1,956,000  of  the  basic  construction  costs  E^re 
provided  for  escalation  as  a  result  of  possible 
inflation,   and  there  is  another  4.5%  of  the 
figures  for  contingencies.     In  view  of  the  re- 
cent declining  patterns  of  inflation  in  the 
economy,   these  projections  may  be  conservative. 

(5)  We  have  already  received  private  pledges  in 
excess  of  $8  million,   which  are  summarized  in 
a  sheet  enclosed  and  supported  by  documentary.^ 
evidence  of  the  pledges..    This   puts  us  some- 
what ahead  of  schedule  in  that  Paragraph  6  of 
the  Development  Agreement  requires  us  to  "ob- 
tain pledges  and  contributions  of  a  minimu-i  of 
$10  million  through  sources  other  than  the  City 
on  or  before  December  31,    1976."'    I  am  confident, 
on  the  basis  of  my  experience  so  far  with  the 
willingness  of  prospective  donors  to  support 

the  Project,   that  we  will  substantially  exceed 
the  requirement  of  $10  million  of  pledges  and 
contributions  by  December  31,  1976. 

After  you  have  reviewed  the  enclosed  material  and  dis- 


cussed it  with  the  architects  with  whom  we  have  an  appointment 
for  a  joint  meeting  on  Thursday,  August  12,   I  am  hopeful  that  you 
will  think  it  appropriate  to  agree  v;ith  me  that   (1)   the  pledges 
and  contributions  so  far  received  are  of  a  type  which  v;ill  satisfy 
-the  requirements  of  Paragraph  6  of  the  Development  Agree— ent,  (2) 
there  are  opportunities  for  significant  cost  reductions  as  a  result 
of  reconsideration  of  seismic  and  acoustical  requirements  and  ele- 
mination  of  some  elements  which  are  very  desirable  but  could,  if 
necessary,  be  supplied  at  a  later  time,    (3)   flexibility  is  avail- 
able to  us  by  virtue  of  the  separability  of  elements  of  the  Project, 
(4)   there  is  a  good  possibility  of  obtaining  greater  funds  than 
contemplated  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  Development  Agree- 
ment,  and    (5)   these  conditions  warrant  proceeding  with  further 
development  work.     If  you  agree,    I  shall  appreciate  it  if  as  Chief 
Administrative  Officer  of  the  City  you  will  certify  to  that  effect. 

If  there  is  further  information  which  you  need  in  order 
to  discharge  your  obligation  under  the  Development  Agreement,  I 
shall  be  glad  to  supply  it  upon  request. 


My  best  wishes. 


Sincerely, 


Samuel  3.  Stev;art 
President 


Enclosures 
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CHIEF  ADMlMSTRATlVt  OFFICER 


CHItF  AOMiStSTRAflVE  OFFICER 


THOMAS  J.  MELLON 


289  CITY  HALL 
SAN  FRANCISCO 
CALIFORNIA  94102 
415/558^851 


August  27,  1976 


Mr.   Samuel  B.   Stewart,  President 
Sponsors  of  San  Francisco  Perfomiing 

Arts  Center,  Inc. 
Bank  of  America  Center,  Room  2170 
555  California  Street 
San  Francisco,   California  94104 

Dear  Mr.  Stewart: 

In  response  to  your  letter  of  August  12,  1976,  in  x^hich  you 
for\7arded  preliminary  cost  estimates  for  the  various  elements  of 
the  Performing  Arts  Center  project,  I  hereby  submit  the  folloxNd.ng 
review  and  evaluation  relative  to  the  various  elements  of  the  project 
pursuant  to  Paragraph  5  of  the  Development  Agreement  between  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  the  Sponsors  of  San  Francisco 
Performing  Arts  Center,  Inc. 

In  our  previous  discussions,  the  general  budgetary  amount  of 
about  $5.0  million  was  suggested  for  the  construction  of  the  extension 
to  the  Uar  Memorial  Opera  House.     I  note  with  pleasure  that  the  pre- 
liminary cost  estimate  in  the  amount  of  $4,769,000  for  this  vital 
element  of  the  project  is  within  the  earlier  allowance.  Therefore, 
I  believe  that  it  is  in  the  best  interests  of  the  city  to  proceed 
with  the  preparation  of  the  construction  agreement  for  this  element 
without  delay. 

Af-er  reviewing  the  cost  data  for  the  concert  hall,  and  while 
acknowledging  that  the  preliminary  estimate  for  this  element  is 
higher  z.ian  anticipated,   I  believe  that  we  must  continue  to  strive 
for  excellence,  architecturally  and  acoustically,   for  the  concert  hall. 
Anything  less  would  be  a  disservice  to  this  city  and  its  future 
generations  of  users. 

Although  this  estimate  has  increased  the  total  project  budget  from 
the  $20.0  million  allocation  set  forth  in  the  Development  Agreement 
to  $27.5  million  (adjusted  to  reflect  the  deferred  items  and  the  outsid 
consultant  work),   it  is  only  $2.6  million  in  excess  of  your  previous 
estim.ate,  for  purposes  of  fund  raising,  of  $25.0  million. 
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August  27,  1976 


Therefore,  with  your  present  pledges  and  with  your  private  fund- 
raising  campaign  just  getting  underv/ay,   I  believe  that  any  final 
financial  feasibility  decision  should  be  deferred  at  this  time. 
You  should,  however,   continue  with  your  program  as  set  forth  in  the 
Development  Agreement  for  the  concert  hall. 

Sased  on  your  list  of  possible  cost  reductions  for  the  concert 
hall,   I  am  recommending  in  the  enclosed  list  of  items  that  certain 
features  be  retained  or  modified  to  assure  the  hall's  excellence.  In 
my  opinion,   these  features  once  deferred  would  be  very  difficult 
if  not  impossible  to  accomplish  at  some  future  date.     Also,  I  am 
concurring  with  your  suggestions  regarding  the  deferment  of  certain 
other  items.     Generally,  these  can  be  built  or  installed  when 
additional  funds  become  available.     These  recommendations,  which 
will  add  ?855,000  to  the  project  budget,  are  enclosed  for  your  con- 
sideration. 

I'Jhile  I  agree  that  the  proposed  recital  hall  and  rehearsal 
building  are  important  to  the  completeness  of  the  project,  these 
elements  io  represent  separable  costs.     I  believe  that  they  should 
not  be  deferred  at  this  time  and  that  work  should  continue  on  these 
elements.     However,  at  some  future  date,  when  you  are  in  a  better 
position  to  determine  the  availability  or  nonavailability  of  funds, 
consideration  can  then  be  given  to  their  possible  deferment. 

I  understand  your  concern  regarding  the  added  construction  costs 
which  have  resulted  from  seismic  requirements.     The  best  way  to  de- 
termine the  application  of  these  requirements  to  the  concert  hall  is 
through  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection.     I  believe  a  joint  meeting 
between  your  architects  and  the  Bureau's  staff  would  be  desirable 
regarding  this  matter.     I  have  discussed  this  matter  with  the  Director 
of  Public  Works  and  he  feels  that  such  a  meeting  would  be  helpful. 

Your  report  on  private  donations,  pursuant  to  Paragraph  6  of  the 
Development  Agreement,  is  very  complete  and  encouraging.     I  am 
satisfied  that  the  provisions  of  the  Development  Agreement  have  been 
met.     Also,   I  am  confident,  based  upon  your  performance  to  date,  that 
you  will  be  able  to  reach  the  ^10.0  million  mark  by  December  31,  1976. 


Very  truly  yours , 


Chief  Administrative  Officer 


Enclosure 


CC  : 


Calvin  L.  Malone 
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EvaluaCion  of  Certain  Items  Suggested  as 
Possible  Cost  P.eductions  in  Letter  of 
August  12,  1976 

A.  The  following  items  are  reconmended  for  retention  and  inclusion 
in  the  construction  program  for  the  concert  hall: 

1.  Seating  wagons  $  56,000 

2.  Seat  lift  92,000 

3.  Chorus  seating  -  180  seats  11,700 

4.  Landscaping  25,000 

5.  Wall  height  modifications: 

a.  proposed  reduction  of  concrete 
wall  height  by  10  feet  be 
modified  to  five  feet 

b.  structural  steel 

c.  concrete  wall  thickness 

Total  cost  increase  137 , 500 

$  322,200 

General  requirements,  etc.    (207o)   64,400 

Total  cost  of  items  recommended 

for  retention  $  386,600 

B.  The  following  itezis  are  recommended  for  deletion  or  deferral  at 
this  time  from  the  construction  program  for  the  concert  hall: 

1.  Stage  lighting  $  40,000 

2.  Sound  system  and  rigging  20,000 

3.  Stage  rigging  310,000 

4.  Auditori-am  wall  finish  92,000- 

5.  Floating  floor  -  mechanical  room  35,000* 

6.  Floating  floor  -  sjrmphony  rehearsal  12,500 

7.  Administration  area  -  tenant 

improvements  33,500 
3.       Architectural  inprovements  - 

practice  and  rehearsal  areas  75,000 

9.  Mechanical  and  electrical  improve- 
ments -  practice  and  rehearsal  areas  7,400 

10.  Carpet  in  concert  hall  45,000 

11.  Carpet  quality  -  public  areas  48,000 

12.  Backstage  passenger  elevator  75,000 

13.  Exterior  glass  area  55,000 

14.  Plumbing  45,000 


*  For  later  study  and  evaluation  as  plans  develop 
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15.  Air  conditioning  quality  $  61,400 

16.  Proscenium  masking  and  curtains  60,000 

17.  Acoustical  cost  escalation  estimate  61,000 

18.  Wall  height  modifications: 

a.  reduction  of  wall  height  by 
five  feet 

b.  structural  steel 

c.  concrete  wall  thickness 

Total  cost  reductions  137,400 

$  1,213,200 

General  requirements,  etc.    (20%)  242,600 

$  1,455,800 

Less  interior  furnishings  300 . 000 

$  1,755,800 

Added  cost  for  precast  concrete  work  300 , 000' 

Net  cost  reductions  $  1,455,800 


*  The  cost  reductions  associated  with  the  use  of  a  metal 
roof  and  the  finishing  of  exposed  concrete  walls 
($168,720)  have  been  deleted  as  possible  alternatives. 
To  assure  aesthetic  compatibility  of  exterior  finishes, 
precast  concrete  sections  are  recommended  in  place  of 
the  proposed  metal  roof  and  the  sandblasting  of  exposed 
concrete  walls. 


Recapitulation 


a.  Total  initial  estimated  cost 

of  concert  hall  $  21,478,000 

Less  cost  reductions  1,455, 800 

Total  adjusted  cost  $  20,022,200 

b.  Opera  House  addition  4,769,000 

c.  Recital  Hall  3,300,000 

d.  Opera  Rehearsal  Building  325,000 
Total  cost  of  project  $  28,416,200 
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BliH  W  HAMILTON  Executive  Director 


SAN  FRANCISCO  REDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY 

WESTERN  ADDITION  SITE  OFFICE  -1519  O  FARRELL  STREET  •  SAN  FRANCISCO 
ADDRESS  MAIL  TO  POST  OFFICE  BOX  826  •  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94101 

May  19,  1977 


GEORGE  R  MOSCONE,  Mayor 

Howard  M  Wexler,  President 
Joan-Marie  Shelley,  Vice  President 
Dian  Blomquist 
Rubin  Glickman 
Walter  F  Kaplan 
Melvin  D.  Lee 
Hannibal  A.  Williams 

(415)  922-9100 


REFER  TO: 

201-40177-151 


Mr.  Alex  Bash  f<tCD  by 

City  Planning  Commission 

100  Larkin  Street  MAV  ^3  i97/ 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

orv.-.::.  c: 

r  ;-i  V  i  R  0  M  .M  C  N  T  A ; .  RCVif.-j 

Dear  Mr.  Bash: 

Enclosed  for  your  use  is  the  information  you  requested  which  may  provide 
the  responses  to  Susan  Bierman's  questions  about  the  original  tenants  in 
340,  350,  and  360  Grove  Street. 

The  attached  survey  accounts  for  the  48  original  households  in  the  buildings 
at  acquisition.    Those  households  consisted  of  29  single-person  households, 
15  two-person  households,  and  4  three-person  households,  for  a  total  of  71 
persons . 

As  I  commented  to  you  on  the  telephone,  in  reviewing  the  files  on  these 
households  I  noted  that  they  all  moved  for  reasons  of  their  own  and  were 
mainly  white  households.    The  nature  of  the  tenancy  of  the  building  over 
the  years  and  of  the  neighborhood  did  change  to  a  preponderance  of  black 
households . 

Should  you  wish  additional  information,  please  feel  free  to  contact  me  at 
922-9100,  extension  11 . 

Sincerely, 

Gene  E.  Suttle 
(Area  Director 

Enclosure 


!8: 

40%  recycled  material 
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GEORGE  R  MOSCON'E.  Mayof 


VVdUer  F.  Kap!.i  i.  Prcjidenl 
Hannibal  A  V/iH-.ams.  Vice  President 
Diao  Blomquir.t 


Alan  E.  Ro'.nenberg 
Joan-Mane  Shelley 
Howard  M.  Wexicr 


fwyncisco  redevelopment  agency 


WESTERN  ADDITION  SITE  OFFICE  -  ISIS  O  FARRELL  STREET  •  SAN  FRANCISCO 
ADDRt" SS  MAIL  TO  POST  OFFICE  BOX  826  •  SAN  FRA'. CISCO.  CALIFORNIA  94101 


(415)  922-9100 


REFER  to: 


February  10,  1977 


201-13477-167 


Mrs.  Margaret  Brady,  Director 
San  Francisco  Parking  Authority 
450  HcAVlister  Street  #503 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 

Dear  Mrs.  Brady: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  a  letter  setting  out  the  understanding 
v.'hich  the  Agency  has  v/ith  the  Pride  Foundation  v/hich  is  occupying  Agency-owned 
property  at  330  Grove  Street  on  the  site  of  the  proposed  garage  to  be  built 
in  conjunction  with  the  Performing  Arts  Center.    Since  March  11,  1969,  the 
Agency  Members  have  had  a  policy  of  allov/ing  rerental  of  vacant  structures  and 
cleared  land  pending  development,  and  under  that  policy  rerental  to  nonprofit 
groups  at  no  cost. 

Mr.  Kardman  entered  Agency  property  on  October  26,  1976  and  is  operating  several 
programs  under  the  umbrella  of  the  Pride  Foundation  for  the  Gay  community  rent- 
free.    Mr.  Hardman  and  his  Board  understand  that  the  use  of  the  property  is 
temporary,  pending  a  firm  development  schedule  of  the  Performing  Arts  Center  and 
the  parking  facility.    We  have  been  alerted  to  the  fact  that  a  different  tenure 
may  be  desired  and  have  taken  the  precaution  of  meeting   v/ith  the  Board  of  the 
Pride  Foundation,  rather  than  Mr.  Hardmar,  alone,  which  has  established  a  committee, 
principally  composed  of  attorneys  from  the  Gay  community.  Officers  of  the  Court, 
to  handle  contacts  with  the  Agency  related  to  their  tenure,  its  responsibilities, 
requirements,  and  temporary  nature.    We  have  asked  this  committee  to  do  all  that 
is  necessary  to  assure  the  development  of  the  parking  structure  on  a  timely  basis, 
including,  when  required,  the  vacating  of  the  structure. 

During  the  life  of  the  Western  Addition  A-2  Project,  we  have  had  in  excess  of  200 
nonprofit  organizations  which  have  under  sir.ilar  circumstances  been  housed  in 
Agency  property  ranging  from  the  White  Orchid  Willing  Worl'.ers  to  the  Black  Panthers. 
We  have  some  26  groups  now  in  Agency  properties  on  a  rent-free  basis.    Agency  staff. 
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even  thouo'i  these  rerental  tenants  are  rot  eligible  for  relocation  services 
end  benefits,  have  worked  with  these  norprofit  groups  to  effect  a  timely 
rehousing  and/or  vacating  of  the  properties  when  development  v/as  imrninent. 
We  will  do  so  in  the  case  of  the  Pride  F:jndation. 

You  should  be  advised  that  on  the  parcel  for  the  Performing  Arts  Center 
garage,  there  are  no  other  occupants.    Cjr  Agency  Members  must  be  assured 
before  approving  the  advertising  of  a  dc-.olition  contract  for  these  4  structures 
that  there  is  a  reasonable  certainty  thit  the  project  will  go  f onward. 

Sincerely^ 

Gene  E.  Suttle 
Area  Director 

cc:    Pride  Foundation  Members  .  . 

Mr.  James  Meyer 
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3t'R  V/  HAMILTON.  Executive  Director 


AN  FRANCISCO  REDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY 

939  ELLIS  STREET  •  SAN  FRANCISCO  94109 
ADDRESS  MAIL  TO  POST  OFFICE  BOX  646  •  SAN  FRANCISCO.  CALIFORNIA  94101 

April  6,  1977 


GEORGE  R  MOSCONE.  Mayor 

Howard  M.  Wexier.  Presid«nt 

Joan-Mart«  Shelley.  Vice  President 

Oian  Blomquist 

Rubin  Glickman 

Walter  F.  Kaplan 

Melvir>  0.  Lea 

Hannibal  A.  Wiliiama 

(415)771-8800 


Honorable  Dorothy  von  Beroldingen 
Chairman 

Urban  and  Consumer  Affairs  Committee 

Board  of  Supervisors 

235  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  California 

Dear  Supervisor  von  Beroldingen, 


IBDOa  tHSifittRinS  CO. 

SAN  FRANCISCO      REFER  TO: 

EA  — 201-28677-146 

.tZ^  RAW  
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ID—^  

FIL£ 


LWR. 
SHF  . 
RNJ  . 
HHL. 


We  are  advised  that  you  will  shortly  consider  a  resolution  introduced  by 
Supervisor  John  L.  Molinari  regarding  the  demolition  of  four  structures 
on  the  site  of  the  proposed  Performing  Arts  Parking  Facility  to  be  con- 
structed by  the  San  Francisco  Parking  Authority  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  A-2  Project.    There  are  four  structures  on  the  parcel,  330  Grove  St.. 
340  Grove  St.,  360  Grove  St.,  and  350-56  Grove  St.    Of  these  structures, 
only  330  Grove  St.  is  occupied  and  it  is  a  commercial  structure.    A  non- 
profit service  organization  has  been  utilizing  the  space  vThth  the  full 
understanding  that  their  use  is  temporary.    The  other  three  residential 
buildings  are  not  habitable  due  to  code  violations  and  fire  damage.  The., 
buildings  are  secured  and  are  under  surveillance  of  our    Security  Guard 
Contractor  both  during  the  day  and  the  evening. 


It  is  our  understand 
state  as  the  policy 
should  not  be  demoli 
City  &  County  of  San 
Center.  That  policy 
ers  on  this  matter, 
forming  Arts  staff  a 
for  the  garage  would 
struction  agreement 


ing  that  the  intent  of  the  proposed  resolution  is  to 
of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  that  the  above  structures 
shed  prior  to  a  construction  agreement  betv/een  the 
Francisco  and  the  Sponsors  of  the  Performing  Arts 
is  in  accord  with  the  policy  of  the  Agency  Commission- 
We  have  met  with  the  Parking  Authority  and  the  Per- 
nd  they  are  advised  that  demolition  of  the  structures 
be  considered  concurrent  with  the  signing  of  a  con- 
fer the  Performing  Arts  Center. 


Should  you  wish  additional  information  please  feel  free  to  contact  me  at 
771-8800. 


Wilbur  W.  Hamilton 
Executive  Director 

,cc:  Margaret  Brady,  S.F.  Parking  Authority 
James  Meyer,  Tudor  Engineering^,- 
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A.N  FRANCISCO  REDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY. 

939  ELLIS  STREET  •  SAN  FRANCISCO  94109 
ADDRESS  MAIL  TO  POST  OFFICE  BOX  646  •  SAN  FRANCISCO.  CALIFORNIA  94101 


GEORGE  R.  MOSCONE,  Mayor 

Howard  M.  Woxlor.  Presidflrt 

Joarv-Marie  Shell«y.  Vico  Presuiei 
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April  29,  1977 


REFER  TO: 


109-51877-146 


Honorable  Members  of  the 

Board  of  Supervisors 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
235  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

Dear  Members  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors: 

In  response  to  the  inquiry  of  Supervisor  Barbagelata  on  April  18,  1977, 
information  is  provided  regarding  the  properties  located  at  330,  340,  350 
and  360  Grove  Street,  the  site  of  the  proposed  parking  facility  for  the 
Performing  Arts  Center.    Data  on  the  present  market  value,  feasibility  of 
rehabilitation  and  anticipated  costs  of  rehabilitation  for  all  four 
buildings  have  been  compiled  based  upon  the  Agency's  experience  and  our 
knov/ledge  to  date  of  the  structures  in  question.    It  should  be  pointed  out 
that  specific  quotations  of  estimated  rehabilitation  costs  are  provided 
based  only  upon  staff's  knowledge  and  analysis  of  the  buildings,  and 
without  the  benefit  of  extensive  structural  and  code  analyses  which  are 
usually  performed  but  were  prohibited  by  current  time  constraints. 
Further,  major  rehabilitation  requirements  are  frequently  identified  only 
after  v;ork  has  begun  when  otherwise  hidden  deficiencies  come  to  light. 
For  these  reasons,  the  figures  provided  are  base  costs  only  and  total 
rehabilitation  expenditures  could  well  exceed  these  estimates. 

Present  Market  Value 

Current  zoning  of  the  parcels  along  Grove  Street  is  for  commercial  use  and 
the  Agency's  most  recent  disposition  of  property  in  this  area  was  $12  per 
square  foot  two  years  ago.    A  similar  price  (which  would  be  required  by 
HUD  for  re-sale  for  non-public  use)  would  arrive  at  $254,532  minimum  land 
value  for  these  parcels.    HUD  regulations  require  that  disposition  of 
in;prov£Tents  be  at  20%  of  land  value,  for  an  additional  cost  of  $50,906 
or  a  total  of  $305,438  as  market  value  of  the  four  structures  "as  is". 
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FRANCISCO  RE DEVEUDPMENT  AGENCY 

Honorable  Members  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  -2-  April  29,  1977 


Feasibility  of  Rehabilitation 

Rehabilitation  of  the  four  buildings  in  question  is  structurally  feasible, 
particularly  with  regard  to  the  three  residential  buildings,  although  the 
conversion  of  330  Grove  to  20  residential  units  (or  even  to  a  more 
marketable  corrjnercial  usage)  v/ould  require  extensive,  costly  and  as  yet 
undefined  alterations.    The  economic  feasibility  of  this  action  should  be 
considered  in  two  phases  —  with  the  conversion  of  330  Grove  to 
residential  units  and  without  this  additional  conversion. 

Based  upon  the  concept  of  total  rehabilitation  for  residential  use  of  all 
four  buildings,  producing  a  total  of  82  units  (29  one-bedroom  and  53  studios) 
the  total  cost  would  be  approximately  $2,200,000  (land,  plus  improvements, 
plus  rehabilitation).    Utilizing  HUD  approved  current  rent  rates  for  the 
City  of  San  Francisco,  projected  income  to  a  private  owner  for  the  82  units 
v/ould  total  only  $1  ,364,752  over  a  thirty  year  loan  period.    In  this 
instance,  rehabilitation  would  not  be  economically  feasible,  for  the 
purchaser(s)  would  be  unlikely  to  obtain  any  adequate  return  on  the  size  of 
investment  required,  and,  indeed,  would  sustain  a  loss  of  $835,248. 

Projecting  the  rehabilitation  for  residential  use  of  only  the  three  buildings 
at  340,  350  and  360  Grove,  the  cost  to  purchase  and  rehabilitate  would  be 
approximately  $1  ,285,402.    (Individual  portions  of  this  total  v/ould  be 
$173,664  land  value,  $34,732  improvements  and  up  to  $1,076,670  rehabilitation 
costs.)    Again  utilizing  HUD  approved  market  rate  rentals  for  San  Francisco, 
income  to  a  private  owner  over  the  period  of  a  thirty  year  mortgage  would 
yield  approximately  $992,139.    This  v/ould  reflect  a  projected  loss  of  $293,263, 

Anticipated  Cost  of  Rehabilitation 

Attached  to  this  letter  is  an  outline  of  the  v/ork  presently  required  in  each 
of  the  four  structures  and  the  per  building  and  per  unit  estimated  cost  of 
rehabilitation.    The  required  activity  and  anticipated  expense  involved  are 
as  fellows. 


330  Grove  -  A  type  3  three  story  brick  building  with  commercial  space 
on  the  ground  floor  and  storage  in  the  upper  tv/o  floors,  this  structure 
v/as  built  in  1906.    Basic  repair  and  rehabilitation  would  require  new 
copper  hot  and  cold  v/ater  lines,  new  v/ater  lines  to  the  street,  new 
roofing,  new  electrical  undergrounding  and  additional  wiring 
throLighout,  and  interior  and  exterior  painting.    The  expected  cost  of 
these^ef forts  would  be  from  $273,000  to  $350,000  only  to  bring  the 
building  up  to  code  as  it  now  stands.    Conversion  of  this  structure  to 
twenty  one-bedroom  units  v;ould  cost  a  minimum  of  $819,000. 
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Honorable  Members  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors 
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April  29,  1977 


340  Grove  -  A  type  3,  reinforced  concrete  four  story  building  with 
garages  on  the  ground  floor  and  apartments  (26  studio  units)  above, 
this  building  was  constructed  in  1927  and  is  the  only  one  of  these 
buildings  with  an  elevator.    Basic  repair  and  rehabilitation  would 
require  new  copper  hot  and  cold  water  lines  throughout,  new  water 
lines  to  the  street,  new  roofing,  new  electrical  undergrounding  and 
additional  wiring,  interior  and  exterior  painting,  and  new  kitchens 
and  bathrooms  in  all  twenty  six  units.    Anticipated  cost  of  this 
rehabilitation  v/ould  be  from  $296,670  to  $376,670  or  approximately 
$13,000  per  unit. 

350  Grove  -  A  type  5  wood  frame  three  story  building  with  garages  on 
the  ground  floor  and  eighteen  residential  units  (9  studios  and  9 
one-bedrooms),  this  building  v/as  built  in  1920.    Basic  repair  and 
rehabilitation  would  require  new  copper  hot  and  cold  water  lines 
throughout,  new  lines  to  street,  new  roofing,  new  electrical 
undergrounding  and  new  wiring  throughout,  interior  and  exterior 
painting,  and  new  bathrooms  and  kitchens  in  all  eighteen  units.  Cost 
of  rehabilitation  is  anticipated  to  run  from  $315,000  to  $420,000,  or 
$20,400  per  unit. 

360  Grove  -  A  type  3  wood  frame  three  story  building  with  garages  on 
the  ground  floor  and  eighteen  studio  units  above,  this  building  was 
built  in  1927.    Repair  and  rehabilitation  v/ould  require  new  copper  hot 
and  cold  water  lines,  new  water  lines  to  the  street,  nev/  roofing,  new 
electrical  undergrounding  and  additional  wiring  throughout,  interior 
and  exterior  painting,  and  new  kitchens  and  bathrooms  in  all  eighteen 
units.    Estimated  costs  of  this  v/ork  would  be  from  $210,000  to  $280,000 
or  approximately  $14,000  per  unit. 

As  indicated  above,  after  a  more  detailed  analysis,  completion  of  architectural 
plans,  specifications  and  work  write-ups,  more  definitive  cost  estimates 
could  be  developed  which  would  provide  a  more  concrete  basis  for  examining 
the  feasibility  and  desirability  of  proceeding  with  the  rehabilitation  of  all 
or  so-e  of  the  buildings  along  Grove  Street  as  an  amendment  to  the 
Redevelopment  Plan  for  the  Western  Addition  A-2  project.    Based  upon  the 
inforiration  on  costs  and  potential  rental  rates  now  available,  hov/ever,  the 
rehabilitation  of  these  properties,  although  structurally  feasible,  does  not 
appear  economically  sound,  considering  the  relatively  limited  number  of  units 
which  v/ould  be  produced  by  such  rehabilitation.    This  Agency  remains 
available  to  proceed  with  further  analysis  and  investigation  into  this 
question. 


Sincerely, 


V/il bur  W.  Hamilton 
Executive  Director 


159 


Blyth  Eastman  Dillon  &  Co. 


incorporated 
555  Caxifornia  Street 
San  Francisco,  Cauporxia  94104 


415  -  362  -  eooo 


December  16,  1976 


Mr.  James  W.  Meyer 
Tudor  Engineering  Company 
149  New  Montgomery  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA.  94105 

Dear  Jim: 

Based  upon  revised  cost  estimates  contained  in  your  letter  of 
December  13,  we  calculate  the  bond  issue  size  necessary  to  finance 
construction  of  the  Performing  Arts  Center  Garage  to  be  $4,050,000 
as  shown  below: 


At  present  market  levels,  a  7%  borrowing  rate  is  reasonably 
conservative  and  inclusion  of  both  an  insurance  reserve  and  debt 
service  reserve  will  enhance  marketability.     Investment  income  of 
approximately  $50,000  has  not  been  utilized  to  reduce  the  issue 
size  but  is  available  as  a  contingency.  • 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  bonds  ^j-eproposed  to  be 
issued  by  the  City's  Parking  Authority  and  additionally  secured 
by  a  pledge  of  the  City's  Off-Street  Parking  Fund,  assuming 
either  formal  adoption  in  principle  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
prior  to  April  1,  1977  or  approved  by  the  electorate  thereafter. 
Based  upon  your  forecast  of  net  revenues  from  the  garage,  we 
have  devised  a  maturity  schedule  for  the  bonds  that  results 
in  indicated  debt  service  coverage  fron  such  revenues  with 
minimal  need  for  recourse  to  the  City's  Off-Street  Parking  Fund. 
This  schedule  is  attached,  and  except  for  the  first  two  years 
of  operations,  revenues  are  expected  to  fully  support  debt 
service  by  approximately  120%  leaving  375,000  annually  for 
Trustee's  fees,  audits  or  other  administrative  expenses  of  the 


Construction,  including  contingency 
Land 

Interest  during  construction (1  year  at  7%) 

Bond  Reserve  FundC^s  year's  debt  service) 

Engineering,  architecture,  EIR 

Insurance  Reserve  Fund (5%  of  construction) 

Bond  issuing  costs 

Reimbursable  advances 

Construction  and  title  insurance 


$2,764,000 


330,000 
283,000 
174,000 
172,000 
138,000 

75,000 
'  75,000 

40,000 


Issue  size  (rounded) 


$4,050,000 
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Mr.  James  W.  Meyer 
Tudor  Engineering  Co. 


December  16,  1976 


Parking  Authority.    Application  of  such  ooneys  to  acceleration 
of  debt  retirement  could  also  be  made  which  would  result  in 
decreasing  exposure  for  the  Off-Street  Parking  Fund. 

I  believe  this  letter  contains  the  data  you  requested  and 
we  will  be  pleased  to  meet  with  you  and  City  Staff  Personnel  to 
review  the  subject  matter. 


Best  Wishes  for  the  Holidays 


BLYTH  EASTMAN  DILLON  &  CO.  INCORPORATED 


Senior  Vice  President 


Enclosure 

cc:     S.  B.  Stewart 

Robert  A.  Kenealey 
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LOUIS  W.  Rices 
STANLEY  H.  FROID 
ROBERT  N.  jANOPAUL 
DAVIS  C.  TOOTHMAN 
PAUL  E.  POTTER 
HERBERT  H.  LA  VICNE 
WILLIAM  W.  DAVIS 
KEITH  D.  BULL 


TUDOR   ENGINEERING  COMPANY 

CONSULTING   ENGINEERS  AND  PLANNERS 
149  NEW  MONTGOMERY  STREET 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94105 

TELEPHONE  (415)  982-83.- 3    CABLE  •  TENCCO" 


RALPH  A.  TUDOR  (1902-1%3) 

EUGENE  ALTSHULER 
DONALD  I.  CROFT 
MATTHEW  C.  HARRISON 
ROBERTO  E.  INIGUEZ 
GRANT  A.  LARSEN 
JAMES  W.  MEYER 
ROBERT  W.  MYRDAL 
RAINER  RUNCALDIER 
PLACIDO  M.  VIARNES 
ROBERT  A.  WILKINSON 
DAVID  C.  WIUER 


Mr.   Calvin  Malone  February  16,  1977 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning 
10  0  Larkin  St. 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

Subject:     Performing  Arts  Center  Garage 

Financial  Results  of  400-Space  Facility 

Dear  Mr.  Malone: 

We  are  pleased  to  respond  to  your  request  for  an 
analysis  of  the  financial  results  of  a  400-space  parking  garage 
as  compared  with  the  600-space  facility  included  in  our  report 
of  January  1977.     You  have  asked  specifically  that  we  analyze 
the  effect  of  a  garage  which  does  not  provide  for  monthly,  all-day 
parkers  but  provides  space  for  transient  users  only  —  both  for 
general  public  use  and  in  connection  with  performances  at  the 
Opera  House  and/or  Concert  Hall  complex. 

Accordingly  we  have  computed  the  construction  cost 
of  a  400-space  facility,  on  four  levels,  with  the  lowest  level 
below  grade,   the  second  level  at  surface  and  two  structural  levels. 
The  construction  cost  of  such  a  facility  is  estimated  at 
$2,010,000. 

The  attached  table  entitled  "Revenue  Estimates"  presents 
estimates  of  a  grcss  garage  operating  revenue  for  the  first  four 
full  years  of  garage  operation.     The  second  table,  attached, 
entitled  revenue,   operating  expenses  and  net  revenue  available  for 
financing  for  the  first  ten  years  of  operation  of  the  proposed 
400-space  parking  facility. 

Also  ^t-3.ched  is  a  letter  from  Blyth  Eastman  Dillon  &  Co. 
which  includes  a  --ral  bond  issue  budget  and  a  proposed  debt 
service  schedule  for  the  400-space  garage. 
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rUDOR  ENGINEERING  COMPANY 


February  16,  1977 

Paqe  2 


We  trust  that  this  information  is  satisfactory  and 
we  will  be  pleased  to  meet  with  you  for  further  discussions  at 
your  convenience. 

iiicerely  yours, 
TUDOR  ENGINEERING  COMPANY 


James  W.  Meyer 


JWM : smz 
Enclosures 
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Blyth  Eastman  Dillon  &  Co. 

INCORPORATED 

555  CAXiroRNiA  Street 
San  Fra>'Cisco,  Cajlifornia  94104  . 

413-362-8000 

February  15,  1977 


Mr.  James  W.  Meyer 
Tudor  Engineering  Company 
1A9  New  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA.  9A105 

Dear  Jim: 

Based  upon  revised  cost  estimates  and  revenue  projections  for  a  400 
space  garage  which  you  have  provided,  we  calculate  the  bond  issue  size 
necessary  to  finance  construction  of  the  Performing  Arts  Center  Garage  to 
be  $3,140,000  as  shown  below: 

Construction,  including  contingency 
Land 

Interest  during  construction(l  Year  at  7%) 

Engineering,  architecture,  EIR 
'  Bond  Reserve  7\md(}i  year's  debt  service) 

-  Insurance  Reserve  Fund(5%  of  construction) 

Bond  issuing  costs 

Reimbursable  advances 

Construction  and  title  insurance 

Issue  size  (rounded) 

At  present  market  levels,  a  7%  borrowing  rate  is  reasonably 
conservative  and  inclusion  of  both  an  insurance  reserve  and  debt 
service  reserve  will  enhance  marketability.     Investment  Income  of  approx- 
imately $40,000  has  not  been  utilized  to  reduce  the  Issue  size  but  is 
available  as  a  contingency. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  bonds  are  proposed  to  be  issued 
by  the  City's  Parking  Authority  and  additionally  secured  by  a  pledge  of 
the  City's  Off-Stre=r  Parking  Fund,  assuming  either  formal  adoption  in 
principle  by  the  5asrd  of  Supervisors  prior  to  April  1,  1977  or  approved 
by  the  electorate  thereajfter.     Based  upon  your  forecast  of  net  revenues  from 
the  garage,  we  have  devised  a  maturity  schedule  for  the  bonds  that  results 
in  indicated  debt  service  coverage  from  such  revenues  with  minimal  need  for 
recourse  to  the  Clry's  Cff-Street  Parking  Fund.     This  schedule  is  attached, 
and  except  for  the  first:  three  years  of  operations,  revenues  are  expected 
to  fully  support  debt  service  by  approximately  120%  leaving  an  average  of 
$58,000  annually  for  Trustee's  fees,  audits  or  other  administrative  expenses 
of  the  Parking  Authority.    Application  of  such  moneys  to  acceleration  of 
debt  retirement  could  also  be  made  which  would  result  in  decreasing 


$2,010,000 
330,000 
220,000 
152,000 
135,000 
101,000 
75,000 
75,000 
42,000 
$3,140,000 
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Mr.  James  W.  Meyer 
Tudor  Engineering  Co. 


Febrxiary  15,  1977 


exposure  for  the  Off-Street  Parking  Fund. 

I  believe  this  letter  contains  the  data  you  requested  and  we  will 
be  pleased  to  meet  with  you  and  City  Staff  Personnel  to  review  the 
subject  matter.. 

Best  personal  regards, 

BLYTH  EASTMAN  DILLON  &  CO.  INCORPORATED 


T.  E.  Comerford 
Senior  Vice  President 


TEC/kkr 

Enclosure^ 

cc:     S.  B.  Stewart 

Robert  A.  Kenealey 
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REC'D  by^jL 
APR  2  5  1977 


April  15,  1977 

OFFICE  OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW 


Robert  C.  Levy,  Superiiitandent 
Duroaii  of  Biilldinf?  Inspection 

450  licAlliGter  Street  \ 
San  Frartcisco,  Ca,    94102  \ 

Subject:    yys  Gi^vcs  Street.  \ 

Sir:   — 

Oaa  February  17^  1977  an  inapectloai  isas  niado  of  the  subject  Jbuildtng 
(fomterly  c^cupicd  by  the  Bear  Photo  Company )  at  the  reques-E  cf 
John  Burr  of  the  San  Froncisoo  H©<Jeveioiii2«at  Agency. 

Our  rccorda  indicat©  this  building  lo  claealfled  as  an  F-2  Oceupency; 
ljo«7evsr,  our  in3T>ection  reveals  4t  is  now  not  prJ-y  being  uoed  by  tho 
Prida  Foundation  (leasee  of  the  Rddovclopmcnt  ^gency)  for  offices,  but 
also  an  a  650-xjerson  paiblio  asserabl/ occupancy^ 

It  is  requested  a  detes^nation  Tsa.  aado  By.  you  if  a  legal  converclon 
has  been  made  under  Taction  104. K  of the  Saft.  Francisco  i-^ilding  Code, 
"Change  of  Occupaiicy"  (fro:n  an  F-2  to  a  3-3),  and  r}iether  all  the 
nscessary  public  .  aereiably  and  etructural  code  reqclraneiit »  vjithln  the 
eeop©  of  your  jurisdiction  have  been  met. 

Your  response  td  this  yjsttcr  would  be  a^jpreciated. 

Very  truly  yourc. 


Charles  VJ.  Carli 
Fire  i.larohal 


C'''c/ryE/to.  ^ 

HedevelOiiJEWit  Arrency 

153.9  O'Farrcll  St.. 
S.F.,  C  a  94115 
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bAN  f-KAMCiSCU  hlKL  JUtPAK  i  I 

bureau  oi:   l-'lre  Pro^rentlon 

Imspf-CTIon  Report 


Date  -Y/V^; 


Name   of  bldg. 


Location  O 


Phone  ^Z'X.-'^hcC- 


Owner  or   agent 4^'/^  /P^P^l'/^/c t^/Vi^A^rA (^A/e y    Address   95 9  ^ tL /S 

Height      3  Class  3  Roof/r2/?7'  Area  "7^  X  I 

Occupancy^  iQU^  No.   Rooms  Apts  


Basement  ^(E^S 


ist   Floor  C/^/^/C^  -  /t/J-S  (r/}:;^l/)6  ^  -  ^  TTJ^ACi^ 


Mezzanine  -  {/  A  C)<\ /K^T- 


2nd   Floor  (O/^f/Otr  -  STV/^/)GiC 


_3rd  Y\ooxjl/^C£j^jjr_ 


4th  Floor   and  above 


A 


Gas   shut-off  valve  t^y  o  /     t?/^  /?/.  <: 


1.  Electric  main   switch  wj^, or,  /^/(^rA'F  SnOT^ 

2.  Heating   system,    fuel  (f/QS  Location  of   plant  BSaI T.  0 Ai C T/y^.J. 

Enclosure  of   heater  room  OtPA>'0 jT^  


3.  Housekeeping  conditlcns_ 

4.  No.   of   stairways  /  

5^"  /^^stit 


Location 


5.   No.   of   fire   escapes  / 


Location  /^/r/i/f /P jSL/V-      /^^/^  7^  S  T^^/Ff 


6.   No.    of   elevators  / 


Location   ^l^i  P^-  C/r/i  r^/^  ^/^  j3^P^'- 


Type  of   enclosure    U /\J  ^A'  C' J-CS.i^O 


7.   No.   of   fire  extinguishers 


Type  and  location^ 


8.   Type  of   refrigeration  /VoA''^- 


Location  of  compressor  
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9.   No.   of  dry  standpipes         /         Location  f^/<^rAlfe/^3^-J^^  \AJ/^/Pi^  

10.   No.   of  wet  standpipes   Location  


Supply  tanks 


AX 


Location 


11.   Fire  pump  


Loca  t Ion 


12.   Sprinkler  system 


.Area  sprinklered  B^O^-   '       ^/-"^'/Mp i-Y^ 


Location  of  main  valve  and  bleeder 


13.   Location  of   Incinerator  A 


r 


•A  / 


Condition  of   incinerator  and   stack  A/' 
lA .   Pipe  casings 


^        No,    and  locat 


ion 


RECOMMENDATIONS  6)  (^iFrE/^^  J-Q  B  I?jZ  "  V'lC-U/iriVt^    ^ SF.  ^       Si^^-y.  /^V-  ^  — 

 Sl'C.  1(34.1'^.    Maintenance.    All  buildings  or  structures  both  existing  and 

new,  ;Hui  all  parts  tliercof,  shall  bo  maintained  in  a  safe  and  sanitary  condition. 

 All  devices  or  safeguards  whicli  were  previously  required  and  which  arc  required 

by  this  Code  in  a  building  or  structure  when  erected,  altered,  or  repaired,  shall 
be  maintained  in  good  repair.  The  owner  or  his  designated  agent  shall  be  responsi- 

 —     ble  for  the  maintenance  of  buildings  and  structures. 


Re-inspections 
Abated  


Verbal   notification   to   owner,    agent   or   occupant  /VC  /  ''/^/£'/0    /Ji^/^  f'^A 
District  No.  ^  Signed  by  >^;^"^7-A<^  — -^^^rf^^^"^^^^    -^J^i  -r^/O  '^P- 


REVENUES,  PRELIMINARY 
DESIGN  AND  COST  ESTIMATES 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PERFORMING  ARTS  CENTER 
PARKING  GARAGE 


TUDOR  ENGINEERING  COMPANY 

JANUARY  1977 

INCLUDING  A  PRELIMINARY  FINANCIAL  ANALYSIS 
BY  BLYTH  EASTMAN  DILLON  &  CO.  INCORPORATED 


-  Development  of  preliminary  geometric,  structural, 
and  architectural  design  of  the  garage; 

-  Estimation  of  construction  costs;  and 

-  Preparation  of  an  implementation  schedule. 

II .        PARKING  CHARACTERISTICS 

Parking  Inventory 

A  current  inventory  conducted  of  all  parking  spaces  in 
the  study  area  is  shown  in  Table  1  and  is  illustrated  in  Figure 
1.     Approximately  2,700  of  the  3,800  available  spaces    (or  70 
per  cent  of  the  total)    are  used  for  public  parking,   and  the 
remainder  are  limited  to  private  use.     Many  of  the  private 
spaces  are  located  directly  below  or  near  the  Central  Freeway 
structure . 

Parking  Rates 

Prevailing  on-street  parking  rates  within  the  study  area 
are  10  cents  for  15-minute  meters  and  25  cents  for  1-hour  meters. 
Off-street  parking  location,  capacity  and  rates  are  shown  in 
Table  2.     Transient  parking  rates  range  from  50  cents  per  day 
to  a  maximum  of  $3.50;  whereas  monthly  rates  range  from  $20.00 
to  $44.00  in  seven  facilities  within  the  area  of  influence  of 
the  proposed  garage. 

Parking  Demand 

Demand  for  parking  in  the  study  area  is  primarily  gener- 
ated by  activities  in  the  Civic  Center  area.     Parking  genera- 
tors that  would  affect  the  operation  of  the  proposed  garage 
include  these  facilities    (See  Figure  3) : 

-  Opera  House  -  3,250  seats,  afternoon  and  evening 
performances  and  rehearsals. 

-  Veterans  Auditorium  -  1,100  seats,   includes  San 
Francisco  Art  Museum  -  day  and  evening  use. 

-  City  Hall  Complex  -  weekday  use. 
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TABLE  1 

SUMMARY  OF  PARKING  SPACE  INVENTORY 
(September  1976) 


Type  of  Parking 
Curb 


Metered 
1-Hour 
15-Minute 
Sub  Total 

Unmetered 
Free 

Loading  Zones 
Sub  Total 

Total  Curb 

Off-street 


Private 
Lots 
Garages 
Sub  Total 

Public 
Lots 
Garages 
Sub  Total 

Total  Off-street 

Total  Public  Spaces 

Total  Private  Spaces 

Total  All  Spaces 


Spaces 


491 
22 


513 


436 
99 
535 


1,019 
114 
1,133 


769 
855 
1,624 


1,048 


2,757 
2,672 
1,133 
3,805 


Per  Cent 


12.9 
0.6 


13.5 


11.4 
2.6 
14.0 


26.8 
3.0 
29.8 


20.2 
22.5 
42.7 


27.5 


72.5 
70.2 
29.8 
100.0 
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-  Board  of  Education  Building  -  weekday  use. 

Civic  Center  Auditorium  -  4,300  seats,  exhibitions, 
sporting  events,  concerts,  conventions,  etc.  -  day, 
evening  and  weekend  use. 

-  Brooks  Hall  -  exhibitions,  conventions  -  day,  eve- 
ning and  weekend  use. 

-  State  Bar  of  California  -  weekday  use. 

-  California  State  Automobile  Association  Headquarters 
weekday  use. 

-  Miscellaneous  public  and  private  offices  -  weekday 
use . 

-  State  Offices  north  of  the  Civic  Center  Plaza  - 
weekday  use. 

Additional  parking  demand  will  be  generated  by  the  pro- 
posed 3,000-seat  concert  hall  and  related  facilities.  Construe 
tion-related  parking  demand  will  be  generated  by  the  proposed 
Opera  House  extension,   as  well  as  the  concert  hall. 

Parking  Utilization 

Present  utilization  of  parking  spaces  was  surveyed  under 
three  conditions:     Typical  weekday  afternoons,   and  on  evenings 
with  and  without  performances  at  the  Opera  House.     The  results, 
as  shown  in  Table  3,   indicate  that  approximately  90  per  cent 
of  all  public  spaces  were  utilized  in  a  typical  weekday  mid-day 
period,  with  full  occupancy  of  most  of  the  on-street  spaces. 
During  an  evening  performance  at  the  Opera  House,  approximately 
75  per  cent  of  all  available  public  spaces  within  the  study 
area  are  used.     Most  of  the  parking  facilities  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  the  Opera  House,  however,  experienced  full  occu- 
pancy on  a  performance  evening.     Parking  utilization  on  other 
evenings  remained  low,   at  about  25  per  cent  of  total  supply. 

Parking  at  the  Commerce  High  lot  in  which  all  existing 
parking  spaces  will  be  displaced,  was  observed,  analyzed  and 
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TABLE  3 
Parking  Supply  and  Utilization 

Spaces  Per  Cent 

Available 

Public  Spaces  1/  2,535  100.0 

Afternoon 

Usage,  Weekdays  2,258  89.1 

Evening  Usage 
w/Opera  House 

Performance  1,894  74.7 

Evening  Usage 
w/no  Opera  House 

House  Performance  708  27.9 


Source:  Tudor  Engineering  Company,  1975  and  1976 
_!/    Night-time  inventory  of  study  area. 
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presented  in  an  earlier  report.       Essentially,  maximum  park- 
ing occupancy  is  experienced  on  weekdays  and  on  evenings  when 
there  is  a  performance  at  the  Opera  House.     The  weekday  park- 
ing turnover  rate  was  about  1.3  vehicles  per  space  and  the 
average  parking  duration  was  5.4  hours,  with  about  100  spaces 
assigned  to  monthly  parkers. 

Figure  4  illustrates  parking  utilization  on  the  Commerce 
High  site  as  well  as  the  existing  public  parking  lot  on  the 
project  site  -  both  of  which  would  be  displaced  by  construc- 
tion of  the  proposed  garage  and  concert  hall. 

Ill .      PROPOSED  GARAGE 

Description 

The  garage  is  a  six-level  self-parking  structure,  pro- 
viding 598  spaces,  with  building  setbacks  along  Grove  and  Gough 
Streets.     Principal  vehicular  access  is  located  on  Grove  and 
Gough  Streets,  with  ingress  from  Gough  Street  and  both  ingress 
and  egress  on  Grove  Street.     Additional  egress  locations  pro- 
vided to  Gough  and  Fulton  Streets  will  be  used  only  after  per- 
formances at  the  Opera  House  and/or  concert  hall. 

In  the  development  and  evaluation  of  geometric  design  of 
the  garage,   consideration  has  been  given  to  size  and  shape  of 
the  property,   adjacent  street  configuration  and  capacity, 
garage  utilization  and  access  and  circulation  requirements. 
Figure  5  shows  the  resulting  geometric  design,  which  provides 
a  rectangular  sloping  floor  system  open  on  three  sides  and 
closed  on  the  north  side.     The  first  level  will  be  located  be- 
low the  surface,   the  second  level  at  the  surface,  and  the  re- 
maining four  levels  above  grade.     The  facility  will  be  partially 
ventilated  with  mechanical  equipment. 


Report  on  Revenues,   Preliminary  Design  and  Cost  Estimates, 
San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center-  Garage ,  Tudor 
Engineering  Company,  November,  1975. 
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VAULB.HOLM 

ADMIMintlATIVS  ASSIST AKT 


Mr.  Rai  Y.  Okamoto 

Director  of  City  Planning 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

100  Larkin  Street 

Sah  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Re:     Role  of  Landmarks  Preservation  " 
Advisory"  Boa"rd  in  Review  of 
Performing  Arts^  Center^  Hall 
and  Ad j acen€~Gaxage  Facilities 

Dear  Mr.  Okamoto: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  an  opinion  on 
the  role  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  and 
the  review  of   (1)  the  Performing  Arts  Center  Concert  Hall 
facilities  bounded  by  Vein  Ness  Avenue,  Grove,  Franklin  and 
Hayes  Streets,  and  (2)    the  Performing  Arts  Center  garage 
on  the  north  side  of  Grove  Street  between  Franklin  and 
Gough  Streets.     The  basis  for  your  question  is  the  fact 
that  the  Civic  Center  has  been  proposed  for  designation  as 
a  National  Register  Historic  District,  with  boundaries  lo- 
cated on  a  map  attached  to  your  letter. 

The  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  is  created 
pursuant  to  Section  1003  of  the  City  Planning  Code  and 
calls  for  the  appointment  to  the  Board  of  persons  qualified 
by  reason  of  training  or  experience  in  the  historic  and 
cultural  traditions  of  the  City.     The  Ordinance  further 
provides,  in  Section  1004.2,  that  the  designation  of  a 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


MAS  M.  O'CONNOR 
CITY  ATTORNEY 
CITY  HALL 


Mr.  Rai  Y.  Okamoto 
Director  of  City  Planning 


June  8,  1977 
Page  2 


historic  landmark  or  historic  district  shall  be  properly 
referred  to  the  Advisory  Board  for  review  and  report  to 
the  Planning  Coinmission. 

Section  1005  of  the  Planning  Code  provides  that,  if 
a  building  or  district  has  been  designated  pursuajit  to  . 
Article  10  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  no  person  shall 
carry  out  or  cause  to  be  carried  out  on  a  designated  land- 
mark site  or  in  a  designated  hisotric  district  any  con- 
struction, alteration,  removal  or  demolition  of  a  structure 
unless  it  is  in  conformity  with  the  designation. 

It  is  my  further  understanding  that,  while  there  were 
;  no  building  permits  presented  to  the  Commission  for  review, 
an  environmental  impact  report  was  being  considered  by  the 
Ci^y  Planning  Department  and  Commission  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  California  law  and  local  ordinances. 

Upon  review  of  the  City  Planning  Code's  Article  10 
euid  the  boundaries  as  set  forth  in  the  map  attached  to 
your  letter,  it  is  my  opinion  that  the  landmarks  Preser- 
vation Advisory  Board  did  not  have  a  specific  role  au- 
thorized pursuant  to  Article  10  or  Chapter  31  of  the  San 
■  Francisco  Administrative  Code  in  commenting  upon  the  pro- 
posed Performing  Arts  Center  and  the  Performing  Arts 
Garage. 


Very  truly  yours. 


THOMAS  M.  O'CONNOR 
City  Attorney 


Robert  A.  Kenealey 
Assistant  Chief 
Deputy  City  Attorney 


RAK/jac 
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APPENDIX  B 

CODE  VIOLATIONS  OF  EXISTING  RESIDENTIAL  BUILDINGS* 


Index  Page 

340  Grove  Street  185 

350  Grove  Street  186 

360  Grove  Street  187 


* 


Derived  from  Complaints  in  Injunction 
of  Condemnation  on  file  and  available 
at  the  Department  of  City  Planning 


and 
for 


Notices 
review 


340  Grove  Street 

VIOLATIONS  OF  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  BUILDING  AND  HOUSING  CODES, 
(BC)  ,  (HC)  . 


1.  There  is  an  accumulation  of  debris  and  rubbish  in  the  rear 
yard  and  lightwells.     411  HC . 

2.  The  flooring  and  floor  supports  for  the  ground  floor  rear 
hall  are  deteriorated.     403    (b)   HC.  . 

3.  Inspection  within  the  apartment  units  was  not  possible  at 
the  time  of  inspection  and  further  investigation  may  expose 
items  requiring  maintenance  and/or  repair.     308  HC . 

4.  Window  glass  is  damaged  at  various  locations  in  the  building 
408  HC.   104  BC. 

5.  The  elevator  shaft  is  not  properly  ventilated.     3002  BC.  808 
HC. 

6.  The  interior  walls  and  ceilings  at  various  locations  are 
damaged  and  deteriorated.     402    (m)   HC.     104  BC.  Art.   17  BC 

7.  The  cover  for  the  aarbage  chute  receptacle  is  missing.  Sec. 
1311. 2. A. 1    (c)    BC   '   Sec.    1004  HC. 

8.  Approved  signs  designating  the  location  and  access  to  fire 
escapes  are  lacking  in  the  public  halls.     Sec.    801  HC .  3312 
B  BC. 

9.  The  interior  stairways  in  the  bulling  are  not  properly  en- 
closed.    806  HC.  Art.   17  BC. 

10.  The  door  to  the  roof  is  not  metal-clad  and  self-closing.  805 
HC. 

11.  The  required  fire-resistant  separation  for  the  garage  is  de- 
fective due  to  holes  in  the  plaster.     410  -  703  HC .  Table  5-B 
BC. 

12.  The  existing  fire-resistant  separation  for  the  boiler  room  is 
defective  due  to  broken  plaster.     410  -703  HC.     Table  5-B  BC. 

13.  The  required  fire  extinguishers  are  lacking  the  current  date 
of  recharge  tags.     904  HC. 

14.  Automatic  sprinklers  are  lacking  in  the  storage  area  in  the 
basement.     903  HC.  Art.    38  BC. 

15.  Automatic  sprinklers  are  lacking  in  the  garbage  chute.     90  7  HC. 

16.  The  required  fire  alarm  system  for  this  building  is  lacking. 
901  HC.    1310.1  BC. 
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17.  The  guy  wires  on  the  roof  are  creating  a  hazardous  condition. 
409  HC. 

18.  Inspection  of  the  electrical  and  plumbing  was  not  possible  at 
the  time  of  inspection  and  further  investigation  may  expose 
items  requiring  maintenance  and/or  repair.     308  HC. 

19.  Any  building  with  or  for  residential  use  and/or  the  premises 
on  which  same  is  located,   in  which  there  exists  conditions 
enumerated  in  Article  4  of  the  San  Francisco  Housing  Code 
affecting  the  welfare  of  public, property ,   safety  and  health 
of  the  occupants,   shall  be  deemed  and  is  hereby  declared  to 
be  a  substandard  building.     401  HC. 


B.       350  Grove  Street 

VIOLATIONS  OF  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  BUILDING  AND  HOUSING  CODES 

1.  The  guardrail  at  the  roof  ventshaft  is  lacking.   411  HC. 
1714  BC. 

2.  Inspection  of  all  apartment  units  was  not  possible  at  the 
time  of  inspection  and  further  investigation  may  expose 
items  requiring  maintenance  and/or  repair. 

3.  Window  glass  is  damaged  at  various  location.     408  HC.   104  BC. 

4.  The  garage  area  is  not  properly  ventilated.     3002  BC.   808  BC. 

5.  The  public  hallways  for  the  building  lacks  proper  ventilation, 
Sec'  502  HC. 

6.  The  stairs  in  the  rear  have  deteriorated  to  an  unsafe  con- 
dition.    413  HC.     Art.    33  BC.     104  BC. 

7.  The  interior  wall  and  ceilings  throughout  the  building  are 
damaged  and  deteriorated.     402    (m)   HC.     104  BC.  Art.   17  BC. 

8.  The  cover  for  the  garbage  chute  receptacle  is  missing. 
Sec.    1311. 2. A. 1 (c)   BC .     Sec.    1004  HC. 

9.  The  interior  stairways  of  the  building  are  not  properly 
enclosed.      806  HC.     Art.    17  BC. 

10.  The  door  to  the  roof  is  not  metal-clad  and  self-closing. 
805  HC. 

11.  The  required  fire-resistant  separation  for  the  garage  is 
defective  due  to  holes  in  the  plaster.     410  -  708  HC. 
Table  5-B  BC. 
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12.  The  existing  fire-resistant  seperation  for  the  boiler  room 
is  defective  due  to  holes  and  broken  plaster.     410  -703  HC. 
Table   5-B  BC. 

13.  The  boiler  room  ceiling  does  not  have  the  required  fire- 
resistive  separation  due  to  holes  and  broken  plaster.     105  HC 
104  BC. 

14.  The  paint  and  storage  in  the  basement  are  creating  a  fire 
hazard.     409  HC.     705  HC . 

15.  The  required  fire  extinguishers  are  lacking  the  current 
date  of  re-charge  tags.     904  HC. 

16.  Automatic  sprinklers  are  lacking  in  the  basement  storage  area. 
903  HC.     Art.    38  BC 

17.  Automatic  sprinklers  are  lacking  in  the  garbage  chutes. 
90  7  HC. 

18.  The  required  fire  alarm  system  for  this  building  is  lacking. 
901  HC.      1310.1  BC. 

19.  An  approved  vent  for  the  various  appliances  throughout  the 
apartments  is  lacking.     407  HC .     4103. A  BC. 

20.  Unapproved  cord  wiring  has  been  fastened  to  the  building, 
supplying  electricity  to  substandard  electrical  outlets. 
405  HC.     EC  21,36,  37d. 

21.  Every  habitable  room  shall  have  at  least  one  approved 
electrical  plug  outlet  and  every  kitchen  shall  have  at 
least  two  approved  plug  outlets.     405    (b)   HC . 

22.  Inspection  by  the  Plumbing  and  Electrical  Inspectors  was 
not  possible  at  the  time  of  inspection  and  further  invest- 
igation may  expose  items  requiring  maintenance  and/or 
repair.     308  HC . 

23.  NOTE:  An  approved  Permit  of  Occupancy  is  required  for  this 
apartment  house.     1102  HC .     306.3  BC. 


C.       360  Grove  Street 

VIOLATIONS  OF  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  HOUSING  CODE  (HC) 

BUILDING  CODE    (BC) ,    PLUMBING  CODE    (PC)    AND  CITY  PLANNING  CODE 

1.  The  rear  yard  and  garage  floor  is  in  a  state  of  disrepair 
due  to  holes  and  cracks.       402 (m)   HC.   104.  E  BC. 

2.  Inspection  within  the  apartments  was  not  possible  at  the 
time  of  inspection  and  further  investigation  may  expose 
items  requiring  maintenance  and/or  repair.     308  HC. 
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3.  Window  glass  is  damaged  at  various  locations  throughout 
the  building.     408  HC.     104  BC. 

4.  The  cover  for  the  garbage  chute  receptacle  is  missing. 
Sec.    1311. 2. A. 1    (c)     BC.     Sec.    1004  HC. 

5.  The  door  to  the  roof  is  not  self-closing.     805  HC. 

6.  The  basement  ceiling  does  not  have  the  required  fire- 
resistive  separation  due  to  holes  in  the  plaster  105  HC. 
104  BC. 

7.  The  required  fire  extinguisheres  are  lacking  the  current 
date  of  re-charge  tags.     904.  HC. 

8.  Automatic  sprinklers  are  lacking  in  the  storage  area     in  the 
basement.     90  3  HC .     Art.      38  BC. 

9.  Automatic  sprinklers  for  the  garbage  chute  are  lacking. 
907  HC.  Art.    38  BC . 

10.  The  required  fire  alarm  system  for  this  building  is  lacking. 
901  HC.   1310.1  BC. 

11.  The  guy  wires  on  the  roof  are  creating  a  hazardous  condition. 
409  HC. 

12.  The  boiler  room  ceiling  does  not  have  the  required  fire- 
resistive  separation  due  to  holes  in  the  plaster  and  a  door 
which  is  not  self-closing.     105  HC.     104     BC . 

13.  Unapproved  cord  wiring  has  been  fastened  to  the  building, 
supplying  electricity  to  substandard  electrical  outlets. 
405  HC.   EC  21,    36,  37d. 

14.  Inspection  of  the  Plumbing  and  Electrical  was  not  possible 
at  the  time  of  inspection  and  further  investigation  may 
expose  items  requiring  maintenance  and/or  repair.     308  HC. 

15.  An  approved  Permit  of  Occupancy  is  required  and  has  not  been 
obtained  for  this  apartment  house.     1102  HC.   306.3  BC  Make 
application  for  and  obtain  the  required  Permit  of  Occupancy. 

16.  This  building  with  or  for  residential  use  and  /  or  the 
premise  on  which  same  is  located,  in  which  there  exists  con- 
ditions enumerated  in  Article  4  of  the  San  Francisco  Housing 
Code  affecting  the  welfare  of  public,  property,  safety  and 
health  of  the  occupants,  a  substandard  building.     4  01  HC. 
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Letter  of  April  18,  1977,   from  Margaret  L.  Brady, 
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Fifth  &  Mission  Garage,   Parking  Accumulation 
(1975).  and  Fifth  &  Mission  Garage,  Parking 
Duration    (1975) (from  Parking  Rate  Revision 
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Estimated  Schedule  of  Events  for  Performing  Arts 

Center  200 
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DONALD  MAGNIN 
Chairman 


Members: 


OFFICE  OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIPW 


GEORGE  R.  MOSCONE,  Mayor 


MARGARET  L.  BRADY 
Director 


April  18,  1977 


Mr.  Alex  Bash 

Depeurtment  of  City  Planning 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 


V 


Re:    Performing  Arts  Center 
Garage 


Dear  Mr.  Bash: 

At  the  recent  Planning  Commission  hearing  on  the  Performing  Arts  Garage, 
there  were  a  number  of  points  on  which  the  Commissioners  asked  clarifi- 
cation before  the  April  28  meeting: 

Fifth  and  Mission  Garage 

Mr.  Stewart,  Manager  of  that  facility,  informs  me  that  the  garage  has 
almost  2,000  spaces.    During  the  week  and  on  Saturday,  the  garage 
reaches  almost  maximum  capacity.    Weekdays,  because  the  department 
stores  are  open  until  8:00  p.m.,  the  garage  remains  at  a  high  level 
of  occupancy  until  after  8:00  p.m.    Saturday,  a  heavy  shopping  day, 
is  almost  as  busy  as  weekdays. 

After  8:00  p.m.,  the  garage  dwindles  off  to  approximately  100  to  200 
cars.    On  Sunday,  there  are  approximately  600  to  700  cars. 

Board  of  Education  parking  enclosure 

Mr    Phil  Kelly,  Mr.  Reiterman's  assistant,  informs  me  they  have  88 
stalls.    They  have,  on  occasion,  attempted  to  open  these  to  preferred 
parking  for  the  opera  and  other  functions.    They  have  found  that  when 
they  have  done  so,  there  have  been  occasions  when  that  night  would 
conflict  with  a  heavy  Board  of  Education  meeting.    They  also  have 
Citizens  Task  Force  meetings,  committee  hearings,  etc. 

Further,  they  have  neither  facility  nor  staff  to  o^n  the  area  on  a 
commercial  basis.  As  a  consequence,  they  have  adopted  policy  which 
precludes  opening  this  area  to  other  than  Board  of  Education  needs. 

Cordially, 


cc: 


Jim  Meyer 
Mr.  Reiterman 
Mr.  Stewart 
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(415)558-3651 


450  McAllister  Street,  Room  603 


San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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OF  JWE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


450  McAllister  STREET     room<!.C3  GEORGE  R.  MOSCONE,  Mayor 

SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94)02 
558-3651 


Cootparative  Statement 

FIFTH  Ain)  MISSION  GAMGS 
(Facility  opened  Au^st  28,  1958) 
 (1,792  stallfl)  


1975  1976 


Current 

Accumulated 

Current 

Accumulated 

January 

Gross 
Autos 

Income 
Paired 

$64,597.01 
97,875 

072,725.97 
108,067 

February 

Gross 
Autos 

Income 
Parked 

54.647.54 
88,481 

1122,044.55 
186,554 

65,456.24 
94,484 

$136,130.21 
202,551 

Karch 

Gross 
Autos 

Income 
Parked 

64,752.60 
100,842 

186,796.95 
286,196 

75,922.11 
106,941 

210,102.52 
509,492 

April 

Gross 
Autos 

Income 
Parked 

64,202.70 
99,115 

250,999.65 
586,511 

79,402.20 
111,975 

289,504.52 
421,465 

May 

Gross 
Autos 

Income 
Parked 

64,727.42 
102,218 

515,727.07 
488,529 

75,457.59 
107,165 

562,962.11 
528,650 

June 

Gross 
Autos 

Income 
Parked 

66,890.15 
104,200 

582,617.20 
592,729 

74,742.70 
110,054 

457,704.81 
658,664 

July 

Gross 
Autos 

Income 
Parked 

68,710.00 
105,886 

451,527.20- 
696,615 

77,019.64 
109,750 

514,724.45 
748,594 

August 

Gross 
Autos 

Income 
Parked 

70,285.56 
108,555 

521,612.76 
804,970 

78,057.54 
1U,555 

592,761.79 
862,747 

Septembei 

•  Gross 
Autos 

Income 
Parked 

66,525.28 
100,977 

587,958.04 
905,947 

72,554.07 
105,804 

665,115.86 
966,551 

October 

Gross 
Autos 

Income 
Parked 

75,264.74 
117,265 

665,202.78 
1,025,210 

78,879.72 
114,848 

745,995.58 
1,081,599 

November 

Gross 
Autos 

Income 
Parked 

74,119.78 
114,205 

757,522.56 
1,157,415 

88,158.04 
115,102 

852,155.62 
1,196,501 

December 

Gross 
Autos 

Income 
Paadced 

89,724.51 
144,804 

827,046.87 
1,282,219 

107,659.24 
141,541 

959,792.86 
1,558,042 

RENTAL: 

Rent  is 

payable  annually  in  an  amount  equal  to  100^  of  net  Income 
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O  SAN  FRANCISCO 


NVSO 


S  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING  100  LARKIN  STREET  -  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94102 

(415)  558-3056 


20  May  1977 


S.  E.  Onorato,  President 
S.  E.  Onorato,  Inc. 
550  Pine  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Re:     Capacity  of  Fifth  and  Mission  Garage 
to  Acconmodate  Performing  Arts  Center 
Patrons  (EE76.420) 

Dear  Mr.  Onorato: 

The  City  Planning  Commission  has  conducted  public  hearings  on  April  7, 
1977,  and  April  28,  1977,  concerning  the  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts 
Center  Garage.     At  both  of  those  hearings,  the  issue  was  raised  as  to 
whether  the  Fifth  and  Mission  Garage,  as  canaged  by  S.  E.  Onorato,  Inc., 
had  the  capacity  to  provide  parking  for  patrons  of  performing  arts  events 
in  the  Civic  Center,  thereby  obviating  the  need  for  a  new  600-stall  park- 
ing garage  on  Grove  Street  between  Franklin  and  Gough  Streets.  Performing 
arts  events  would  customarily  involve  inatinee  performances  (1:00-2:00  P.M. 
until  4:00-5:00  P.M.)  and  evening  performances  (7:30-8:30  P.M.  until  10:30- 
11:30  P.M.),  and  these  might  occur  on  both  weekdays  and  weekends. 

We  would  request  your  opinion  as  to  whether  the  Fifth  and  Mission 
Garage  could  accommodate  the  up  to  600  parkers  proposed  to  be  accommodated 
at  the  Performing  Arts  Center  Garage,  and  if  so,  at  what  times.  Specifical- 
ly, we  have  the  following  questions: 

1.  How  many  stalls  could  generally  be  provided  on  weekdays  for 
matinee  performance  patrons?    Would  there  be  exceptions  to 
this  capacity? 

2.  How  many  stalls  could  generally  be  provided  on  week  nights 
for  evening  performance  patrons?    Would  there  be  exceptions 
to  this  capacity? 

3.  How  many  stalls  could  generally  be  provided  on  Saturdays 
and  Sundays  for  matinee  or  evening  performances?  Would 
there  be  exceptions  to  this  capacity? 

4.  What  effects  would  seasonal  shifzs  in  parking  demand,  such 
as  those  occasioned  by  Christmas  shopping  or  summertime 
tourism,  have  upon  the  capability  to  provide  parking  stalls 
for  performing  arts  patrons? 

5.  Would  the  Fifth  and  Mission  Garage  be  able  to  reserve  park- 
ing stalls  for  performing  arts  patrons,  and  if  so,  under  what 
conditions?    Would  there  be  operational  problems  involved. 
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S.  E.  Onorato,  President 
S.  E.  Onorato,  Inc. 
20  May  1977 
Page  2 


such  as  stall  assignments? 

6.    What  effect  on  the  garage  do  you  foresee  from  eventual 
development  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  area? 

Your  response  to  the  above  questions  vould  greatly  assist  us  in  pre- 
paration of  materials  for  the  Planning  Connission  hearing  of  June  9,  1977, 
at  which  time  these  matters  will  be  taken  up  again.    An  early  response 
would  be  much  appreciated,  in  order  to  enable  time  to  distribute  the  in- 
formation to  the  Commission. 

You  may  be  interested  in  the  enclosed  analysis  of  weekday  usage  of 
the  Fifth  and  Mission  Garage,  and  annual  usage,  which  was  recently  com- 
pleted by  Joe  Eng  of  Tudor  Engineering,  Inc. 


Sincerely  yours. 


R.  Spencer  Steele 
Assistant  Director  -  Implementation 


Enclosure 


CiTY  DP  SM  FflMCiSCQ  DDWNTQM  PAHSDG  CQBPDMTIDN 


FIFTH  AND  MISSION  PARKINS 

833  MISSION  ST?.=r 
SAN  FRANCISCO  3,  CAUFCP.NIA 
YUkon  7-tS:Z 

June  7,  1977 


Department  of  City  Planning 
100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco  94102 

Attention:    R.  Spencer  Steele 

RE:    CAPACITY  OF  FIFTH  &  MISSION  GARAGE  TO  ACCOf-C'IODATE 
PERFORiMING  ARTS  CENTER  PATRONS  (EE76.420) 


Gentlemen: 

Referring  to  your  letter  of  May  20,  1977  on  the  above  subject  we  are  surprised  that 
your  review  did  not  show  that  it  would  be  impassible  to  accommodate  600  parkers 
which  must  be  the  capacity  of  the  Performing  Arts  Center  Garage. 

Item  1  -  we  believe  we  could  not  offer  any  stalls  with  the  exception  of  peak 
periods  after  4  p.m.  when  most  of  the  retail  stores  special  sale 
days  or  days  when  stores  remain  open  at  night.    Night  operations  are 
normally  confined  to  tv/o  days  a  week  then  m.ost  of  the  area  v/ould  be 
in  use  long  after  both  the  matinee  and  evening  performances. 


Item  2  -  with  the  exception  of  the  above  we  could  provide  the  available  space 
for  the  estimated  600  parkers. 

Item  3  -  Saturdays  have  a  greater  demand  when  schools  are  closed  and  shopping 
sometimes  continues  into  late  afternoon  particularly  v/hen  special 
sales  are  engaged  in  by  the  retail  stores. 

Itm  4  -  seasonal  shift  in  parking  demand  begins  the  day  after  Thanksgiving  and 
continues  through  the  first  week  of  January.    Most  stores  are  open  day 
and  night  during  this  period  and  it  would  be  impossible  to  provide  any 
space.    Occasionally  some  stores  re-ain  open  from  4  to  8  o'clock  on 
Sundays  during  this  period  of  tiue. 

Item  5  -  reserved  parking  for  performing  arts  p=trons  would  be  impossible  since 
this  is  a  public  garage  and  the  patrons  are  entitled  to  park  on  a  first 
coma,  first  serve  basis.    Furthemo^e,  this  facility  v/as  built  by  a 
coalition  of  all  the  downtown  retail  stores  by  the  formation  of  a  non- 
profit corporation  to  serve  patrons  cn  that  basis  in  an  endeavor  to 
preserve  downtown  shopping. 

Item  5  -  if  and  when  a  Convention  Center  is  "zjilt  cn  the  Verba  Buena  Center, 

the  entire  space  in  the  garage  wcul;  be  utilized  to  a  maximum  each  and 
every  day,  f'onday  through  Saturday.  7^'"  - 


CrF;CE  Or  TH£ 
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Department  of  City  Planning 
R.  Spencer  Steele 
Page  Two 


J.ne  7,  1977 


This  type  of  fringe  parking  has  never  been  successful  in  San  Francisco.  Our 
Company  had  first  hand  information  in  the  test  ensued  at  the  Hall  of  Justice 
parking  lot  v/hen  it  was  first  built.    The  Jitr.ey  Association  prevailed  upon  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  to  pave  the  lot  at  City  expanse  and  offered  parking  for 
the  sum  of  50  cents  for  all  day.    This  included  a  ride  from  Seventh  and  Bryant 
to  Sixth  and  Market,  round  trip.    The  experi~er,t  lasted  only  one  month  and 
because  of  the  negative  cash  flow  the  Association  gave  up  the  ghost  and  vacated 
the  property. 

This  Company  took  over  as  a  guarantee  to  the  SuDervisors  for  paving  and  engaged 
in  retail  parking  at  the  rate  of  25  cents  all  c=y.    We  hasten  to  add  that  for 
the  first  two  years  we  lost  our  shirts.    When  the  Hall  of  Justice  was  finally 
built  the  parking  lot  developed  into  a  better  economical  feasibility  where  it 
stands  today  serving  the  Hall  of  Justice  and  inriediate  neighborhood.  Fringe 
parking  does  not  do  any  car  count  to  the  best  of  our  knowledge. 


S.  E.  ONORATO 


SEO/pab 
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ESTIMATED  SCHEDULE  OF  EVENTS  FOR  PERFORMING  ARTS  CENTER 


Month 


Opera  House 


Concert  Hall 


JANUARY 


San  Francisco 

Ballet  Repertoire  Season 

(Partial) 

Fine  Arts  Dates 

Outside  Events,  etc. 


San  Francisco  Symphony ; (full  month) 
Sunday  and  Monday  nights  available 
Occasional  Saturday  nights  and 
Thursday  nights  also  available. 


FEBRUARY 


Ballet  Repertoire  Season 

(Partial) 

Fine  Arts  Dates 

Outside  Events,  etc. 


San  Francisco  Symphony:    (full  time) 
Sunday  and  Monday  nights  available 
(etc.) 


MARCH 


Ballet  Repertoire  Season 

(Partial) 

Fine  Arts  Dates 

Outside  Events,  etc. 


San  Francisco  Symphony;    (full  time) 
Sunday  and  Monday  nights  available 
(etc.) 


APRIL 


MAY 


Ballet  Repertoire  Season 
Outside  Events,  etc. 

Ballet  Repertoire  Season 
Outside  Events,  etc. 


San  Francisco  Symphony;  (  full  time) 
(etc.) 

San  Francisco  Symphony;    (full  time) 
(etc.) 


JUNE 


Joffrey  Ballet  Season  (Partial) 
Outside  Events,  etc. 


San  Francisco  Symphony:  (partial) 
Symphony  Youth  Concerts 
Outside  Events 


JULY 


Summer  Festival 
Opera,  Ballet 


Summer  Festival 

San  Francisco  Symphony 

Outside  Events 


AUGUST 


San  Francisco  Opera 
Full  Time  rehearsal 


San  Francisco  Symphony 
Summer  Pops  Concerts 
Outside  Dates 


SEPTEMBER 


OCTOBER 


San  Francisco  Opera 

Full  Time--Fall  Opera  Season 

San  Francisco  Opera 

Full  Time--Fall  Opera  Season 


Outside  Events 


San  Francisco  Film  Festival 

San  Francisco  Symphony --Chamber  Serie 


NOVEMBER 


San  Francisco  Opera 

Full  Time--Fall  Opera  Season 


Outside  Events 

San  Francisco  Symphony  (partial) 


DECEMBER 


San  Francisco  Ballet 

(full  time)  Nutcracker  Season 


San  Francisco  Symphony;   (full  month) 
Sunday  and  Monday  nights  available 
Occasional  Thursday  and  Saturday 
nights  available  it 


SOURCE:     Sponsors  of  San  Francisco  Performing  Arts  Center,  Inc. 


200 


ki 


i 

i 
i 

a 


